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SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE BRIEFING

DEPARTMENT: County Manaqger's Office DIVISION
Steve Lee EXT. 5741

AUTHORIZED BY: Kevin Grace Contact: Sally A. Sherman EXT. 7224

Agenda Date 03/08/05 Regular[X] Consent[ | Work Session[ ] Briefing [ |
Public Hearing — 1:30 ] Public Hearing —7:00 [ ]

Information Current As Of 2/23/05

Top Legislative Priorities

. Deferred Compensation/Govt. Employee - $S1254 by Constantine Companion Bill HB 787
by Mealor to Support Deferred Compensation Plan ; - provides that deferred
compensation plan or plans established by Chief Financial Officer apply
to employees of governmental entities other than state. Amends 112.215.
EFFECTIVE DATE: 10/01/2005. SB1254 and HB787. (Bill previously provided)
02/09/05 SENATE Filed
02/18/05 SENATE Referred to Governmental Oversight and Productivity; General
Government Appropriations; Ways and Means
02/10/05 HOUSE Filed
02/18/05 HOUSE Referred to Governmental Operations (SAC); Local Government
Council; Fiscal Council; State Administration Council

. Car Rental Surcharge — Support adoption of a new per diem charge as a local option
(including a referendum requirement, if necessary, in order to secure passage of the bill).

No proposed bill to date. There will probably not be a separate bill on this subject.
Tallahassee lobbyists for Orange County, MetroPlan and Seminole County will meet
in the near future to discuss joint strategy.

. Support inclusion of a Local Sources First Policy in Florida Statutes, Chapter 373 — Oppose
any amendment to Florida’s Water Resource Policy which allows, encourages, or promotes
water transfers.

No proposed bill to date.

Reviewed by:
Co Atty:
DFS:

Other:

DCM: .
CM:

File No LEG02




4. Oppose any attempts at shifting the costs of Government services and programs from the
state to counties, such as:

Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) Cost - SB 4A- by Justice Appropriations Commitiee
Senators Christ, Lynn, and Villalobos. (Bill previously provided)

5. FEMA Hurricane Related Issues
a) Reimbursement for debris removal in gated
subdivisions and on private roads.
b) Timing of reimbursements to offset impact
on local budget.

6. Other ltems of Interest

A. Wekiva Parkway & Protection Act - S908 by Constantine/H1013 by
Brumer - Wekiva Parkway & Protection Act; clarifies that requirements for local
government to develop master stormwater management plan & wastewater
facility plan apply only to that portion of local government located within the
Wekiva Study Area; requires local governments hosting interchange on said
parkway to adopt interchange land use plan within 1 year after interchange
location is established, etc. Amends 369.319,.320,.321,.324.

(HB 1013 Attachment A - Page 6)

01/26/05 SENATE Filed.

02/09/05 SENATE Referred to Environmental Preservation; Community Affairs

02/15/05 SENATE On Committee agenda-- Environmental Preservation,
02/22/05, 2:00 pm, 401-S

02/22/05 SENATE Favorable with 1 amendment(s) by Environmental
Preservation, YEAS 6 NAYS 0

02/23/05 SENATE Now in Community Affairs

B. Wireless Emergency Telephone System - H305 by Littlefield Companion

Bill SB 620 by Bennett - removes annual audit of Wireless

Emergency Telephone System Fund from duties of Auditor General;
revises fee schedules for providers of interexchange telecommunications
services; provides standards for local governments to follow when regulating
placement, construction, or modification of wireless communications facility;
directs how county may use funds derived from

E911 fee, etc. (Bill previously provided)

02/01/05 HOUSE Referred to Utilities & Telecommunications (CC); Local
Government Council; State Administration Appropriations (FC);
Commerce Council

01/28/05 SENATE Referred to Communications and Public Ultilities;
Community Affairs; Governmental Oversight and Productivity;
Government Efficiency Appropriations



C. Growth Management - Sen. Bennett has filed a shell bill (SB 360)
The proposal for the shell bill includes changes to Florida's growth management
laws/rules. First, the Department of Community Affairs has issued two draft documents:
one addressing general growth management issues under Ch. 163 and Rule 9J-5, while
the other addresses changes in the Development of Regional Impact (DRI) process
under Ch. 380, F.S.
The two latest draft growth management bills were provided via the internet. The first
was the revision of DCA’s original draft; the second was a proposed committee bill for
the Senate Comprehensive Planning Committee and addresses local funding, and other
issues. -SPB 7048

D. Private Fire Hydrants — Sen. Miller S748 companion HB0267 by Carroll
requires owners of private fire hydrants to test hydrants in accordance with national
standards and to contract with licensed professionals or local fire- control authorities to
inspect & service such hydrants; authorizes local fire officials to contract with said owners
to maintain such hydrants; provides fines for noncompliance.

Rep. Carroll's bill on fire hydrants, as amended by our proposed language, (HB 267)

passed unanimously out of the House Insurance Committee on February 22, 2005.

(Attachment B - Page 9)

02/01/05 HOUSE Referred to Insurance (CC); Local Government Council;
Commerce Council

02/11/05 HOUSE On Committee agenda-- Insurance (CC), 02/22/05, 9:00 am,
Morris Hall

02/22/05 HOUSE Favorable with CS amendment by Insurance (CC); YEAS 18
NAYS O --Preliminary

01/28/05 SENATE Referred to Banking and Insurance; Community Affairs

E. Trauma Care & Rape Crisis Centers — Sen. Lynn filed (SB 258) which
authorizes DOH to adopt and enforce rules necessary to administer
provisions re: trauma services; establishes task force on distribution of funds
for trauma centers; provides additional civil penalties for certain traffic
infractions and for such penalties to be used to fund trauma services; requires
that funds credited to Rape Crisis Program TF include moneys appropriated by
legislature and grants from public and private entities, etc. 12/17/04 SENATE
Referred to Health Care; Transportation; Government

Efficiency Appropriations; Health and Human Services
Appropriations; Transportation and Economic Development
Appropriations

F. Velez Memorial Traffic Safety Act - S1264 GENERAL BILL by Saunders
(Similar H497 by Cannon; [CO-SPONSORS] Bucher; Flores; Glorioso;
Legg; Lopez-Cantera; Reagan; Roberson ); creates Anjelica & Victoria
VelezMemorial Traffic Safety Act; revises penalty for moving violation of




traffic control signal showing steady red indication; provides for

distribution of moneys collected & of specified civil penalties (approximately
half of the fines go to fund trauma centers based upon a distribution formula
using case load volume and severity of injuries with a kicker for centers with
local funding); requires driver improvement course for second moving violation
of traffic control signal showing steady red indication within specified

time period, etc. Amends Chs. 318, 322, 395. EFFECTIVE DATE: Upon
becoming law. (SB 1264 Attachment C — Page 11)

02/09/05 SENATE Filed

02/24/05 SENATE Referred to Transportation; Health Care; Government
Efficiency Appropriations; Health and Human Services
Appropriations

02/07/05 HOUSE Referred to Transportation (SIC); Judiciary (JC); Finance &
Tax (FC); State Infrastructure Council

02/11/05 HOUSE On Committee agenda-- Transportation (SIC), 02/22/05,
2:00 pm, 404-H

02/22/05 HOUSE Favorable with CS amendment by Transportation (SIC);
YEAS 14 NAYS O

. Retirement/Emergency Dispatchers - Sen. Alexander filed SB 1074
Companion Bill by Rep. Goldstein HB 693 which provides that emergency
dispatchers and 911 operators employed by county or municipal law
enforcement agency may participate as part of Special Risk Administrative
Support Class and are eligible for special risk normal retirement date. Amends
121.0515.

The proposed amendment includes 911 Operators and Dispatchers in the
Special Risk Category, but excluding other Public Safety 911 Operators and
Dispatchers which creates an inequality in the system. It will negatively
impact the County’s efforts to maintain long term employees in the
Emergency Communications Center, when they will be enticed to pursue
employment with a law enforcement agency, and receive a better retirement
rate. All qualifications being equal, it is recommended that the legislation
include County and Municipal Public Safety (Fire and EMS) 911 Operators
and Dispatchers.

02/18/05 SENATE Referred to Community Affairs; Governmental Oversight
and Productivity; Ways and Means

02/11/05 HOUSE Referred to Governmental Operations (SAC); Local
Government Council; Domestic Security (SAC); Fiscal
Council; State Administration Council

. The FY 06/07 CDBG program ($41 billion) has been eliminated from the
Office of HUD. it appears that a small fraction ($3 to $4 billion) will be set up
in the Commerce Department to run Community Development Block Grants



7.

(CDBG) along with seventeen other grant programs. The CDBG program is
being directed towards an Economic Development program.

The Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program, Florida Statutes
288.106 (7) is subject to sunset review by the legislature in the 2005 session.
Based on early feedback from the legislative leadership it would appear that
this will happen. Since Seminole County has made such good use of this
program over the years, an independent study was conducted by the Collins
Center for Public Policy to evaluate the effectiveness of the program and how
it compares to programs of other states. (Attachment D — Page 19)

Medicaid Nursing Home — The Legislature’s recommendation eliminates
certificates of residency (COR) which have ensured each county paid only for
its residents. The recommended replacement is an allocation model. At
present we have no idea of the impact to the County’s budget.

(Attachment E — Page 23)

Center On Budget and Policy Priorities - The impact of the President's
proposed budget on a state by state, program by program basis.
(Attachment F — Page 43)

Funding Request— Community Budget Request for 2005

a) l-4/Greeneway Interchange - Construction Cost $4,000,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Hayes

b) State Road 415 — Expand to 4-Lanes - Construction Cost  $2,500,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Simmons

c) State Road 46 — Expand to 4-Lanes - Design Cost $2,000,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Adams

d) State Road 46 and I-4 - - ROW Cost $10,000,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Hayes

e) State Road 434 and Interstate 4 Interchange —
Interchange Reconstruction - Design Cost $3,500,000
Senate Sponsor — Constantine/ House Sponsor Mealor

f) Middle St. John’s River Basin Initiative- $4,000,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Mealor

g) Regional Alternative Water Supply Testing Program - $2,400,000
Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Mealor

h) Historical Museum Complex Expansion Project - $300,000

Senate Sponsor — Baker / House Sponsor Hayes
TOTAL $28,700,000
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Attachment A

A bill to be entitled
An act relating to the Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act;
amending ss. 369.319 and 369.320, F.S.; clarifying that
requirements for a local government to develop a master
stormwater management plan and a wastewater facility plan
apply only to that portion of the local government located
within the Wekiva Study Area; amending s. 369.321, F.S,;
requiring local governments hosting an interchange on the
Wekiva Parkway to adopt an interchange land use plan
within 1 year after the interchange location is
established; exempting interchanges located on Interstate
4 from the requirement for an interchange land use plan;
revising the date local governments are required to adopt
a 10-year water supply facility work plan; clarifying that
the Department of Community Affairs reviews comprehensive
plan amendments for the Wekiva Study Area under ch. 163,
F.S.; amending s. 369.324, F.S.; correcting a reference to
the East Central Florida Regional Planning Council;
providing an effective date.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. Section 369.319, Florida Statutes, is amended
to read:

369.319 Master stormwater management plan.--Each local
government within the Wekiva Study Area shall develop a master
stormwater management plan that: assesses existing problems and
deficiencies in the community; identifies projects to meet long-
range needs; establishes priorities to address existing
deficiencies; establishes measures to address redevelopment;
establishes a schedule to complete needed improvements;
evaluates the feasibility of stormwater reuse; and includes
requirements for inspection and maintenance of facilities. The
plan shall also identify a funding source, such as a stormwater
utility fee, to fund implementation of the plan and maintenance
program. In addition, the local government shall establish a
water reuse and irrigation program that ailows for reuse of
stormwater on a site basis for development over a size threshold
to be determined by the local government or on a jurisdiction-
wide basis to minimize pumpage of groundwater for nonpotable
usage. For those local governments located partially within the
Wekiva Study Area, this section applies only to that portion
located within the Wekiva Study Area.
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Section 2. Subsection (3) is added to section 369.320,
Florida Statutes, to read:

369.320 Wastewater facility plan.--

(3) For those local governments located partially within
the Wekiva Study Area, this section applies only to that portion
located within the Wekiva Study Area.

Section 3. Section 369.321, Florida Statutes, is amended
to read:

369.321 Comprehensive plan amendments.--Except as
otherwise expressly provided, by January 1, 2006, each local
government within the Wekiva Study Area shall amend its local
government comprehensive plan to include the following:

(1) Within 1 year after the establishment of the
interchange locations, local governments hosting an interchange
on the Wekiva Parkway shall adopt an interchange land use plan
into their comprehensive plans. Each interchange land use plan
shall address: appropriate land uses and compatible development;
secondary road access; access management; right-of-way
protection; vegetation protection and water conserving
landscaping; and the height and appearance of structures and
signage. Local governments within which the Wekiva Parkway is
planned shall amend their local government comprehensive plan to
include the Wekiva Parkway. Interchanges located on Interstate 4
are exempt from this subsection.

(2) Local governments shall amend the appropriate elements
of the comprehensive plan, including the capital improvements
element, to ensure implementation of the master stormwater

management plan.

(3) Local governments shall amend their comprehensive
plans to establish land use strategies that optimize open space
and promote a pattern of development on a jurisdiction-wide
basis that protects the most effective recharge areas, karst
features, and sensitive natural habitats including Longleaf
Pine, Sand Hill, Sand Pine, and Xeric Oak Scrub. Such strategies
shall recognize property rights and the varying circumstances
within the Wekiva Study Area, including rural and urban land use
patterns. Local comprehensive plans shall map, using best
available data from the St. Johns River Water Management
District and the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission,
recharge areas and sensitive upland habitats for this purpose.
Local governments shall have flexibility to achieve this
objective through comprehensive plan strategies that may
include, but are not limited to:

(a) Coordinated greenway plans;

(b) Dedication of conservation easements;

(c) Land acquisition;

(d) Clustering of development;

(e) Density credits and density incentives which result in
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permanent protection of open space; and

(f) Low to very low density development.

(4) By December 1, 2006, an up-to-date 10-year water
supply facility work plan for building potable water facilities

necessary to serve existing and new development and for which
the local government is responsible as required by s.
163.3177(6)(c).

(5) Comprehensive plans and comprehensive plan amendments
adopted by the local governments to implement this section shall
be reviewed by the Department of Community Affairs pursuant to
s. 163.3184, and shall be exempt from the provisions of s.
163.3187(1).

(6) Implementing land development regulations shall be
adopted no later than January 1, 2007.

(7) During the period prior to the adoption of the
comprehensive plan amendments required by this act, any local
comprehensive plan amendment adopted by a city or county that
applies to land located within the Wekiva Study Area shall
protect surface and groundwater resources and be reviewed by the
Department of Community Affairs, pursuant to chapter 163 and
chapter 9J-5, Florida Administrative Code, using best available
data, including the information presented to the Wekiva River
Basin Coordinating Committee.

Section 4. Subsection (4) of section 369.324, Florida
Statutes, is amended to read:

369.324 Wekiva River Basin Commission.--

(4) To assist the commission in its mission, the East
Central Florida Ceast Regional Planning Council, in coordination
with the applicable regional and state agencies, shall serve as
a clearinghouse of baseline or specialized studies through
modeling and simulation, including collecting and disseminating
data on the demographics, economics, and the environment of the
Wekiva Study Area including the changing conditions of the
Wekiva River surface and groundwater basin and associated
influence on the Wekiva River and the Wekiva Springs.

Section 5. This act shall take effect upon becoming a law.

CODING: Words stricken are deletions; words underlined are additions.



Attachment B

Private Fire Hydrants

HB 0267

PURPOSES @

Bill No. 267

HOUSE AMENDMENT FOR CCUNCTT./COMMITTEE
Amendment No. (for drafter’s use only}

COUNCIL/CCMMITTEE ACTION

ADOPTED Y/
ACOPTED AS AMENDED _ {(Y/N)
ADOPTED W/O ORJECTICN _{Y/N)
FALLED TO ADOPT Y/
WITBDRAWN __{Y/N)
OTHER _

Council/Committee hearing bill: Insurarce Committee

Representative(s) Carroll offercd the following:

Amendment to Amendment ( ) by Representative Carroll

Between line(s) 3% and 40 insert:

[ T O o VY N

Section 2. Paragraph (¢) of subsecticen (2) of section

7 633.171, 7.5., is amended to read:

9 633.171 Penalty for violation of law, rule, or order to cease
10| and desist or for failure to comply with corrective order.--
11
12 2) It shall constitute a misdemeanor of the first degree,
13 punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083, to

14| intentionally or willfully:

15

16 (¢) Improperly service, recharge, repair, hydrotest, test, or
17 inspect a fire extinguisher, e¥ preengineered system, cr fire

18 hydrant, or fire hydrant.

Page 1 of 1
HB 267.amdloamdl.carroll.doc
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HOUSE AMENDMENT FOR COUNCIL/CCMMITTEE PURPOSES

Amendment No. (for drafter’s usc only)

to makc any municipaiity, counly or special district responsible

of any fire hydrant except those fire hydrants actually owned by

the municipality, county or special district.

(k) The owner of the pr:vate fire hydrant shall cause any

repair or replacement indicated by the annual inspecticr to be

made within 30 days and shall maintain records of the repair or

replacement.

(c) Inspection results that determine the private fire hydrant

is non-functiening shall be reported immediatecly to the local

autherities having jurisdiction.

(d) Penalties for noncompliance shall be in accordance with s.

633.171, F.S.

Section 2. This act shall take effect July 1, 2005.

Lo cmmms=s==m=====T 1 T LE AMENDMEN T ss======= -
Remove the entire title and insert:

An act relating to fire hydrants; reguiring all public and
private fire hydrants t¢ be tested in accordance with naticnal
standards; providing timeframes for repairing or replacing
delective fire hydrants and providing for maintenance records;
requiring that faulty inspections be reported immediately to the
local authorities having jurisdiction; providing for misdemeanor

penalties for noncompl:iance; providing an effective date.

HB 267.amdl.carrcll.doc

10



Attachment C

Senate Bill sb1264

CODING: Words stricken are deletions; words underlined are additions.
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20

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264

By Senator Saunders

37-1141-05 See HB 497

A bill to be entitled
An act relating to highway safety; creating the
Anjelica and Victoria Velez Memorial Traffic
Safety Act; amending s. 318.18, F.S.; revising
the penalty for a moving violation of a traffic
control signal showing a steady red indication;
providing for distribution of moneys collected;
amending s. 318.21, F.S.; providing for
distribution of specified civil penalties;
amending s. 322.0261, F.S.; requiring a driver
improvement course for a second moving
violation of a traffic control signal showing a
steady red indication within a specified time
period; providing a penalty for failure to
complete such course within a specified time
period; amending s. 322.27, F.S.; assigning a
point value for conviction of a moving
violation of a traffic control signal showing a
steady red indication; creating s. 395.4036,

F.S.; providing for distribution of funds to

11
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10

trauma centers; providing for audits and

attestations; providing an effective date.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. This act may be cited as the "Anjelica and

Victoria Velez Memorial Traffic Safety Act."

Section 2. Subsection (14) is added to section 318.18,

Florida Statutes, to read:

1

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264
37-1141-05 See HB 497

318.18 Amount of civil penalties.--The penalties
required for a noncriminal disposition pursuant to s. 318.14
are as follows:

(14) ©One hundred twenty-five dollars for a violation

of s. 316.075(1) (c)1., of which $60 shall be distributed as

provided in s. 318.21 and the remaining $65 shall be remitted

to the Department of Revenue for deposit into the

Administrative Trust Fund of the Department of Health.

Section 3. Subsection (13) is added to section 318.21,

Florida Statutes, to read:

12
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318.21 Disposition of civil penalties by county
courts.--All civil penalties received by a county court
pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be
distributed and paid monthly as follows:

(13) Of the proceeds from the fine under s.

318.18(14), $65 shall be remitted to the Department of Revenue

for deposit into the Administrative Trust Fund of the

Department of Health and the remaining $60 shall be

distributed pursuant to subsections (1) and (2).

Section 4. Section 322.0261, Florida Statutes, is
amended to read:
322.0261 Mandatory Driver improvement course;

requirement to maintain driving privileges; failure to

complete; department approval of course eertain—erashes.--

(1) The department shall screen crash reports received
under s. 316.066 or s. 324.051 to identify crashes involving
the following:

(a) A crash involving death or a bodily injury

requiring transport to a medical facility; or

2

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264
37-1141-05 See HB 497

13
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(b) A second crash by the same operator within the
previous 2-year period involving property damage in an
apparent amount of at least $500.

(2) With respect to an operator convicted of, or who
pleaded nolo contendere to, a traffic offense giving rise to a
crash identified pursuant to subsection (1), the department
shall require that the operator, in addition to other

applicable penalties, attend a department-approved

departmentalty approved driver improvement course in order to

maintain driving privileges. If the operator fails to complete
the course within 90 days of receiving notice from the
department, the operator's driver's license shall be canceled
by the department until the course is successfully completed.

(3) The department shall identify any operator

convicted of, or who has pleaded nolo contendere to, a second

violation of s. 316.075{(1) (c¢)1., which violation occurred

within 12 months after the first violation, and shall require

that operator, in addition to other applicable penalties, to

attend a department-approved driver improvement course in

order to maintain driving privileges. If the operator fails to

complete the course within 90 days after receiving notice from

the department, the operator's driver's license shall be

canceled by the department until the course is successfully

completed.

(4)42)> In determining whether to approve a driver
improvement course for the purposes of this section, the
department shall consider course content designed to promote

safety, driver awareness, crash avoidance techniques, and

other factors or criteria to improve driver performance from a

14
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safety viewpoint.

3

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264
37-1141-05 See HB 497
Section 5. Paragraph (d) of subsection (3) of section

322.27, Florida Statutes, is amended to read:

322.27 Authority of department to suspend or revoke
license. --

(3) There is established a point system for evaluation
of convictions of violations of motor vehicle laws or
ordinances, and violations of applicable provisions of s.
403.413(6) (b) when such violations involve the use of motor
vehicles, for the determination of the continuing
qualification of any person to operate a motor vehicle. The
department is authorized to suspend the license of any person
upon showing of its records or other good and sufficient
evidence that the licensee has been convicted of violation of
motor vehicle laws or ordinances, or applicable provisions of
S. 403.413(6) (b), amounting to 12 or more points as determined
by the point system. The suspension shall be for a period of
not more than 1 year.

(d} The point system shall have as its basic element a

graduated scale of points assigning relative values to

15



20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

CODING: Words stricken are deletions; words underlined are additions.

10

11

12

convictions of the following violations:

1. Reckless driving, willful and wanton--4 points.

2. Leaving the scene of a crash resulting in property
damage of more than $50--6 points.

3. Unlawful speed resulting in a crash--6 points.

4. Passing a stopped school bus--4 points.

5. Unlawful speed:

a. Not in excess of 15 miles per hour of lawful or
posted speed--3 points.

b. In excess of 15 miles per hour of lawful or posted

speed--4 points.

4

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264
37-1141-05 See HB 497

6. A violation of a traffic control signal device as

provided in s. 316.075(1) (c)1.--4 points.

7.6+~ All other moving violations (including parking on
a highway outside the limits of a municipality)--3 points.
However, no points shall be imposed for a violation of s.
316.0741 or s. 316.2065(12).

8.7= Any moving violation covered above, excluding
unlawful speed, resulting in a crash--4 points.

9.8~ Any conviction under s. 403.413(5) (b)--3 points.

Section 6. Section 395.4036, Florida Statutes, is
created to read:

395.4036 Trauma payments.--

16
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(1) Recognizing the Legislature's stated intent to

provide financial support to the current verified trauma

centers and to provide incentives for the establishment of

additional trauma centers as part of a system of

state-sponsored trauma centers, the department shall use funds

collected under s. 318.18(14) and deposited into the

Administrative Trust Fund of the department to ensure the

availability and accessibility of trauma services throughout

the state as provided in this subsection.

(a) Twenty percent of the total funds collected under

this subsection shall be distributed to verified trauma

centers located in a region that has a local funding

contribution as of December 31. Distribution of funds under

this paragraph shall be based on trauma caselcad volume.

(b) Forty percent of the total funds collected under

this subsection shall be distributed to verified trauma

centers based on trauma caseload volume of the previous

calendar year. The determination of caseload volume for

5

Florida Senate - 2005 SB 1264
37-1141-05 See HB 497

distribution of funds under this paragraph shall be based on

the department's Trauma Registry data.

(c) Forty percent of the total funds collected under

this subsection shall be distributed to verified trauma

17



5 centers based on severity of trauma patients. The

6 determination of severity for distribution of funds under this

7 paragraph shall be based on the department's Injury Severity

8 Scores, weighted based on scores of 1-14 and 15 plus.

9 (2) (a) Any trauma center not subject to audit pursuant

10 to s. 215.97 shall annually attest, under penalties of

11 perjury, that such proceeds were used in compliance with law.

12 The annual attestation shall be made in a form and format

13 determined by the department.

14 (b) Any trauma center subject to audit pursuant to s.

15 215.97 shall submit an audit report in accordance with rules

16 adopted by the Auditor General. The annual attestation shall

17 be submitted to the department for review within 9 months

18 after the end of the organization's fiscal year.

19 {(3) The department, working with the Agency for Health

20 Care Administration, shall maximize resources for trauma

21 services wherever possible.

22 Section 7. This act shall take effect upon becoming a
23 law.

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31
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PART TWO:

AN EVALUATION OF THE PAY BACK METHCODOLOGY
USZED IN FLORIDA QT PROGRAM

Part Two of this report 15 an sv-depth veview of Flosida's “Pavback Ratio Mechantsm ™ (PRM) that 15 naed
as an accopntability mechanism 1o meastre the amount of fax evenus reluned 10 the state over a 10.vear
perod for each doliar of tax refunds made vnder the Q1 Program. Part Oue of s report provides details
abeut the QT1 Program. Understanding the eliginlity eritera for target industaies as discussed in Part
One. and the job and eoonomnsc development goals amplicit i these critena, is sesennial 10 consuucting a

method 10 evainate the economuc bepefits of the Q1 progrom

The priozasry finding of this review 15 that the existing pavback method. modified as discussed below. and
continued use the RIMS I andtpliers, will vield defensible estimates of the fiscal impacts for the QT1
grogram. The pavback method includes the mador types of state-level Bug revenues that are renerated by
new job creation, and with the suggested modifications will hikely vield revenne estunates that are on the
low aide, a prudent result when providing tax refunds for job creation. In addition, given its eaze of use,
we recommend that Enterprise Florida, Inc. (EFI) purchase and evaluate the IMPLAN model as ancther

ool ro be wsed 1n caleuiating fscal impacts.

1.0 RESULTS OF THE QT] PROGRAM

To conduct this review, Global Insight analvzed data provided by EF] on the results of the QTT program
sinee its inceptiva to date, We converted sll dollar amonnts contained 1n the database to corrent 2604
dojlars using an appropriate defiator so that the sesults over tme conld be summed and compared on an

equivalent bass. Table | presents the results ow detailed analysis.

.48 -
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Table {: Employment, Wages and Irvestment in Florida's QT Program from 1995 ta 2004 by Ezonomic Sector

1897 Capitat
NAICS. Frojected Average Wage investment
Sector Description Employment Rark per Job {52084}  Rank $20048) Rank
a1 Focd Menufacwring SaC PR ZR04Z GE 03 2t
31z Severage and Tebscoe Pradust MenuBaciusng 2414 2 ¢ g2z & 3 3
213 Texile MRz C 7z 1 83
314 Tewtle Praguct Milis ta 4% 3 £ 42 3
215 Legther ard Aled Procust Manufaons TG I % &7 iz
327 Wiooo Froduet Werufashiding Sig PEE 3 S
222 Paper Merufazinng 126 2508 Z L8
232z 2rinting and Ralzed Support Azivives 408 27 % '8 iz 3
224 Petrotaum anc Caal Froduats Marufacturing 22T 22z < 4t 3
225 Chamizal Manufactuning 5318 218 4 L] 17
324 Flastics and Ruober Producs Menufaziuring 341 503 43 -3 23
227 Noamematic hMinersl Produst Manufacuring ¥ e E 035 1
33 Frmary Meta: Manufacturing 342 bR - L3 prax)
332 2122 4 % 383 15
3% Nasanery Marafaciusing 2420 ER I L 3 =
234 r and Elzctronic Frodudt Menufacuris 5522 g £ e 5 ped
335 Elacrrical Bpuipmen:, Appiance, and Compones 1352 38 F '3 =
338 Tramsporaior Equiprvent Menufaciu 53368 - 23 1o
337 e sno Neistee Product Marnufaziuring 24C 2208 223 41
239 Miscellaneous Marufsckrng 142 22 3 i 3 :£1
42 Wiolzsaie Trad dratde Goacs 2432 128 12 3 Z
42z Whnolesale Trade. Mondurable Gocds 2 A00 2 2 et 3 3
Maser vehiole ang Pants Gealars e 42 8 &1 3 40
43%  Ar Trarsporator ) 1,280 7g £2 3 12
43% Wawsr Transporaion el I3 % ZotH 3 23
454 Track Tramsporation 100 43 % 21 3 47
45% Trarsit and Ground Passenger Transporiaton 172 3£ g £2 3 33
433 Suppor Actvites for Transportaton e 433 e 3 20 45
Lok Warahcusing arnd Swrags 278 21 % 25 3 g2 32
[ Publishing mcusriss 226 2 % 45,577 3 215 35
£13 Sroadoastng anc Telecommurnicatans 2478 5 % £2.447 % 813 fa}
14 Information Sereozs and Dsta Frocessing Berv 3077 3 42425 3 8,782 15
£24 3! Bank 1,188 g 4z 428 3 742,493 22
22 Intermeciation and Feated Aotvities 13.0C 208 3B 4ZE 3 28,284 1z
£23 Seourites, Commotiy Contraas, and Ciher Fin 93¢ 238 SE.CED [ 2,880 2%
£24 Irsurares Carers and Related Aobduss 3187 g % 35,588 22°% 133 274 pels]
23 at Esiate 32 42§ 28367 3 - 45
g3z Renia! and Leasing Services TTZ prac it 54448 73 3 287 35
&4 Professional, Scizrtfic, and Tesanical Servees 27EC S % 47 .3 818334633 4
st Yansgemartof Companes 3nd Enterpnses 3.952 4 08 42,782 12§ 4D0 38 B4l 7
£31 Acdmiristratve and Suppert Zervices 528 18 38,3C1 27 3 55 455 285 24
214 Ecusetcnai Serices 347 22 & £1.482 &5 224432£30 1z
(k) Hursing and Residental Care Facdilzs &C 41 8 et : 4¢  § 4.428,415 37
71t Performing Ate Spectator Soods, and Relsteg | ¢ 48 5 43 525,404 44
211 Feozir and Main nce 320 203 b HE- 24 408,122 3z
MNA ot Class:fanie 15332 1 2 27 32 3 889406241 M
TotalsiAverage 151.74¢ k3 4 3 21DZ 412,123

f o3 listed showe are the number of grojected new jobs ksted in agreem
plicar & Enarprise Florida, As Enterp Florida has nobeg, the atua
thalwers created ofiar axceeds tha projested numiber Lontzined in the

How . . Trerumberof
petweear the ap
bs

aumbser of ich

'

4

3
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Several sonunary results are presented below,

*  Averags wage perjcb orzated { ;3(»-34% 1 341731 Flonda's average wage and alary tncome per

- [P

job as estinosted by Giobal Insightis 335,520, so Q7T robs on average pavwages 17.5% above
e siate avernge

*  Total projected joba: 101,716, incinding 38,900 jobs m those provects that have received a refund
to date uoder the Q71 progoen,

»  Average projected pumber of 10bs per project: 630,

*  Total capital ivestment {20045y $8.102.412,122 inciuding 33.809.731.427 by thase projeen
that, to date, have received a refund uader the QTT program

*  Average capital vesiment per job {20048 $78.952.

s Tetal refands paid 1o date {20048 $67,539,743,

*  Avernge refund paid to date for jolbs created (includes emplovinent for projects where refunds

have been paid to datey: 51,826,

Table | preseats a detailed analysis of the resuits of the QT program by economic sector nsing the 1987

NAICS codes. Global Insight snalyzed the database provided by EFI and convented the SIC codes listed
there to NATCS, For some projects the SIC or NAICS code was not provided, so Giobal Insiglt assigned
cne based on the descriphon and name of the company. The purpose of disaggregating the yesults by

2CORCINC sECtor Was 1o determine what types of industries are making advantage of the QT program.

Exciuding the non-classifiable projects, the top 3 sectors in tecms of projected amployment a

312 Beverage and Tebaceo Prodoct Manufacruring 12414 jobs
22 Credit Intermediation and Related Acitvities 10010 jobs
531 Management of Compantes & Enterprises 9,962 jobs
541 Professional, Sciemnfic & Technsca! Sernces 9,700 jobs
334 Coayputer and Electronde Equipment Mfg, 3,522 jobs

The top 3 sectors based on the average wage per job created, considering only sectors where at leasy 300

aew jobs were added. are:

511 Repair and Maintenance 569,946
323 Securities, Conzmodity Contracts &
{nher Financial Senvices $38.066
483 Water Transpostation 557,630
-47 -
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MEDICAID NURSING HOME COUNTY BILLING CERTIFICATE OF
RESIDENCY

Introduction

Medicaid County Billing for nursing homes has\been an isstie between the state

ounty pay only for Medicaid beneficiaries who
time consuming and labor intensive. Not only

the Department of Children and Families (DCF).

Administration (ANCA) and
The 2003-2004 Legislature authorized AHCA to establish a State Medicaid County
Billing Workgroup. The purpose of the workgroup was to “review, evaluate and
revise the current process for certifying county residents for purposes of billing
counties for Medicaid nursing home costs.” The workgroup consisted of members
from small, medium, and large county governments, the Florida Association of
Counties, DCF, the Department of Elderly Affairs, and AHCA. In addition to
designated workgroup members, representatives from Clay County, the Florida
Health Care Association, and Holland and Knight, LLP (representing Sarasota
County) were present at meetings providing valuable input as well.

The workgroup was responsible for reporting to the Chairs of the House and
Senate Appropriation Committees and the Florida Association of Counties with
recommendations to resolve the current certificate of residency problems by March
1, 2005.

The workgroup met on four separate occasions to identify the problematic aspects

of the current Certification of Residency (COR) process, develop alternative
proposals, and make a recommendation.

24



25



Background

The Florida Medicaid program provides health care coverage to qualified low-
income individuals meeting federal and state eligibility requirements. State,
federal, and county governments share the costs of Medicaid nursing home

Due primarily to disputes over the Certifica between the
State and the counties concerning who is id nursing
home costs there have been issues from the County
Billing process. The process itself4S ting for
almost all involved. County partit J xpehditures
are based on the number of Medi¢ai iciaries eack county has that reside in
a nursing home. As specified in Chapt : .Sxcounties pay only for

AHCA is the single
Medicaid program.

agepcy [ \isteririg the Florida’s
counti i Z share of Medicaid
nursing ho ccordance A S tutes. These billings are

Currentiy M AHC v encounties with ifformation concerning each of the
Medicaid b iQ : their billing. The beneficiaries’ name and
residency add cili ficiaries are located in, the beneficiaries’
designated repre tive (if apy), and the public assistance specialists name are
all provided to the n electronic COR file. When the counties receive
the electronic inform review the list and confirm the beneficiaries in order

to avoid paying for indiwddals that are residents of other counties. The review
process completed by each county varies by county. Some do a line-by-line
manual review while others have an automated application that performs various
edits. After performing their reviews, the counties then notify AHCA of
discrepancies found. AHCA’s Medicaid County Billing staff performs further
research in an attempt to determine the accuracy of the information received. If
AHCA finds that beneficiaries are indeed residents of other counties, an
adjustment is made and the other county is billed.

Through their Economic Self-Sufficiency program, DCF provides assistance to low
income families through Food Stamps, Cash Assistance, and Medicaid programs.
DCF staff perform eligibility determinations for the Medicaid program on behalf of
the State of Florida and notifies AHCA of individuals deemed eligible. DCF staff
interview individuals applying for assistance, obtaining basic demographic
information such as name, address, city, and county of residence. Additionally,
DCF staff perform a certification of residence review and provides AHCA with the
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COR. AHCA's staff use the COR in the county nursing home billing process to
determine which county to bill for their pro-rata share of Medicaid costs.

For various reasons the COR is often incorrect. Because th& ctyrent address is

am o d e ool Seem ) Lo o RA L d: o 0 Nt D L i e e e Al oo ol AT e L e AA ot
Nnot required 101 vieaiCaid elgipiity purposes, tie idivid 101 Iviedicdia
services may give a post office box humber, or may ddress at all.
Post office box numbers are not valid for county billmy and blank

Total expenditures for Florida’s Medicaid nu
$2,238,956,267. The federal match wa

.
BN

ALACHUA s /6007314 OKEECHOBEE $ 93,359.21
BAKER \@ rﬁtﬁ \ $ 50,983.84 ORANGE $ 186877645
BAY $ \373,4@ HEhhS}RY\ / $ 81,607.44 OSCEOLA §  427,045.83
BRADFORD $ 468.08 HERN\\NDO § 22649548 PALM BEACH $ 211494285
BREVARD $ 1,058,&3.31 HIGHLZANDS $  277.844.66 PASCO $  960,685.31
BROWARD $ 1,802,634 »@ROUGH § 189434213 PINELLAS $ 302075778
CALHOUN $ 6176328 N HOLMES $ 77,749.08 POLK $ 132204087
CHARLOTTE $  380,348.32 INDIAN RIVER $  224037.83 PUTNAM $  236745.27
CITRUS $ 42575125 JACKSON § 26867145 | ST JOHNS $  270,996.86
CLAY $  238061.11 JEFFERSON $ 75,186.43 ST. LUCIE § 47268314
COLLIER $  325177.62 LAFAYETTE $ 15,837.16 SANTA ROSA $ 19522864
COLUMBIA $ 175,631.10 LAKE $ 510,699 80 SARASOTA $ 974,132.07
DADE $  4,064,368.59 LEE $ 87717972 SEMINOLE $  447,290.37
DESOTO $ 77,122.76 LEON 3 409,911.28 SUMTER $ 117,943.39
DIXIE $ 41,322.05 LEVY $  112,236.59 SUWANNEE $  164,404.29
DUVAL 3 1,955,778.24 LIBERTY $ 30,500.74 TAYLOR $ 69,515.49
ESCAMBIA $ 71140719 | | MADISON $  107.28543 UNION $ 17,934.07
FLAGLER $ 82,081.55 MANATEE $ 537,287.85 VOLUSIA $ 1,265,105.59
FRANKLIN $ 27,27185 | | MARION $  649,708.80 WAKULLA 5 37,22259
GADSDEN $ 151,609.06 MARTIN $ 286,089 45 WALTON $ 120,194.94
GILCHRIST 5 32,667.92 MONROE $  142,205.10 WASHINGTON $ 11200094
GLADES $ 7,386.98 NASSAU $ 97,579.67 _ I
GULF $ 67,835.38 OKALOOSA $  358781.20 | s sazsa70a3

Once a county has notified AHCA of possible billing errors, AHCA researches the
information provided by the county. If AHCA is able to show that the county is
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incorrect then no adjustment is made to the biil. However, if AHCA is able to
confirm that there was an error, a correction is made and AHCA rebills the
appropriate county. For example, AHCA bills Calhoun county for a Medicaid
beneficiary residing in a nursing home, and Calhoun county staff are able to
substantiate that the resident in question is in fact a resident of Leon County.
AHCA will rebill for that resident, taking the amount off Calhoun County’s bill and
transferring it to Leon County. This process is referred to as “Rebilling.” In Fiscal
Year 2003-2004 Medicaid nursing home rebillings to the counties totaled
$4,442,192.59, which was 13% of the original billings for that year. See Table 2
below for rebillings by county.

COUNTY

. REBILLS

ALACHUA $ 1550883 HAMILTON $ 5,845.00 OKEECHOB 5,665.00
BAKER $ 8,466.55 HARDEE $ \13,254. ORANGE $  \056,568.94
BAY $ 9,267.28 HENDRY N.$  1837.75 OSCRQLA 139.54
BRADFORD $ 4,304.00 HERNANDO ¢ | SN_ 22,6008 PALMBEACH | 5\ 8625199
BREVARD $ 5337609 HIGHLANDS $ 338,00 PgsCO s “e3697.13
BROWARD $ 256,390.69 HILLSBQROUGH $\ 49,1\?\'28 P|NQAS $ 149,921.23
CALHOUN $ 289354 OLMES \s \\7\755.00 \PQLK $ 7572832
CHARLOTTE $ 1512454 4| INDIANRIVER 4\\ 44458 NM/ $  14,729.65
CITRUS $ 23543543 | JA(QSON s\ 30,126.64 ST JORNS $  11,746.45
CLAY $ 7856870 JEFFE $ 7.21%40 T.LUCIE $ 18268547
COLLIER s~ 1582495 DN AYETTE 3 1 70500 SANTAROSA | § 1247230
COLUMBIA é wezzaz | | dakd N s hRgsads SARASOTA $  181,188.36
DADE $\__ 144.2G0.64 e N\ 1847408.75 SEMINOLE § 22047312
DESOTO 5 \50,045 EON $ 57,5358 SUMTER $ 3022107
DIXIE $ g12.08 N | L A 1673306 SUWANNEE s 2130178
DUVAL § 1722508 \UB)ERTY \ $ 2,819.00 TAYLOR $ 7,927.30
ESCAMBIA s 2588400\ | MADISON $ 3,650.32 UNION $ 1,939.00
FLAGLER s 17.080.27 MANAT $  437384.48 VOLUSIA $ 3682524
FRANKLIN $ 474514 IoN $  140,92066 WAKULLA $ 4,180.00
GADSDEN $  16,814.59 MARTIN $  76962.14 WALTON $ 1767501
GILCHIRST $ £,435.00 MONROE $  103,482.66 WASHINGTON | § 6,956.18
GLADES $ 7,516.76 NASSAU $ 1723556 , .

GULF $ 2,585.00 OKALOOSA $ 11908701 | | TotaL 8 aaaz19259

A county’s portion of Medicaid nursing home costs is currently based on the
number of “certified” residents the county has residing in nursing homes
throughout the state times 35 percent of the total cost, not to exceed $55 per
resident per month, Chapter 409.915 (2), F. S. As mentioned earlier, individuals
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are “certified” as residents of a particular county by DCF. The Florida Medicaid
program uses DCF’s COR to determine each Medicaid beneficiary’s county of

residence and then allocates county billing to respective counties based on the
total number of certified Medicaid residents a county has in nursing homes.

The chart below shows the past twelve years of Medicaid Nursing Home County
billings and collections. The billing amounts are the original billings and do not
include amounts rebilled. Collections are recorded in the year received, not in the
year applicable, therefore there are years when collections exceed billings.

Medicaid County Billing for Nursing Homes
Billings versus Collections

40,000,000 :

35,000,000

30000000 fiii

25,000,000

DNursmg];r;;lelingsm )
20,000,000 B Nursing Home Coflections

Amount

15,000,000

10,000,000

5,000,000

i : £ R | B . ; :

il X 1 ¥ i 1 F : - IRH ] R

92/93 53/94 94/95 9596 96197 97/98 98/99 B 00/01 0102 03/04
FiscalYear

were:
o Accuracy of residenge addresses
o Coding errors
o Labor intensiveness of COR process
o Computer related issues
o Inconsistent application of rules for determination of residency
o The Department of Children and Family Services' interview process
o Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Information
o Alternate Medicaid Nursing Home County Billing Methodology
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A summary of each of these issues follows:

Accuracy of Residence Addresses

Often when Medicaid beneficiaries move into nursing homes information is not
available concerning their home address. Because a home address is not initially
required for Medicaid eligibility, various unusable addresses may be given for a
beneficiary such as a post office box, an erroneous address or even no address at
all. A post office box, or a blank address, is not valid for county billing purposes
and COR’s that have either are problematic for county billing purptses.

Coding Errors

specific Jensen Beach addrs
disputes the bill. An ; ‘ 4 situati f occ when the DCF

\ ¢odes for residence
addresses obtaine e intapview. 1 : Iooklng at an address, may

gunty codinig. AHCA staff notifies DCF staff of
veral months before corrections are

interact regarding the incorre
incorrect county codes whigh can be s
completed.

Labor Intensiveness of COR Process

From the outset, the development, processing, monitoring, and correcting of CORs
has been labor intensive. Many staff hours are spent monitoring and adjusting
COR information. Initially, as described above, DCF staff interview prospective
Medicaid beneficiary applicants. The beneficiary’s residence information is
recorded and maintained. Counties carefully review the billing they receive for
their county’s pro-rata share of Medicaid nursing home costs to determine if the
beneficiary is a resident of their county. The counties then notify AHCA of errors
found. AHCA staff confirms the errors and rebills the appropriate counties as well
as notifies DCF of needed changes to county codes. The process continues for
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several months until DCF completes the necessary changes to the county codes in
the FLORIDA system. The amount of staff labor devoted to this activity is
extensive when you consider the staff for all 67 counties, DCF and AHCA are
involved in the process.

Computer Related Issues

Medicaid beneficiary information, which includes address and county, is entered
into the FLORIDA system by DCF staff. The system has a sub-program that
prompts staff to enter a valid county code. Currently, the system checks to ensure
that a county code is not greater than 67, but has no way of checking correctness
of county code and address match. Access to enter information into this system is
limited to DCF and as a result they are the only ones authorized to make
corrections. At times, this results in an extended time period from when errors are
found to when the final corrections are made.

(1)

situations related toxan exgnded visit, it makes no difference how long a person
has been physically losated in the/county if they maintain a primary residence in
another county, and intéxd to yéturn to that county. In all instances the person’s
intent to reside in a countyN§ the determining factor, regardless of the length of
time involved.

(2)  When an applicant has been admitted to a nursing home directly from a place of
residence outside of the State of Florida, so that no Florida residence has been
established, the certified county of residency will be considered as that county in
which the nursing home is located.
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(3)  In situations that are not clear cut, or otherwise unusually complicated, the
determination of residency should be made on the basis of the preponderance of
evidence. If a decision is not possible on this basis, the case should be referred to
the Office of Social and Economic Services for determination.”

Because the ability to apply this rule is dependent on determining the beneficiary’'s
“‘intent” and consistent application of the rule has over time proven difficult. An
individual who is for all practical purposes unable to return home physically may
have every “intent” of doing so. The ability to decide county of residence for
someone with good intentions that are not practical and has caused
disagreements between counties for many years.

The Department of Children and Family Services’ Interview
Process

Often Medicaid beneficiaries do not apply for Medicaid service$ themsegles, but

results in processing delays and extra ma
corrections.

to blind, elderly, and ¢ dividy o is deemed eligible for
SSI by the Social Security officeNs & atically eh'e fot Medicaid services as
well. The SSI program g y monthly State Data Exchange (SDX)
tape on all SSI eligible indiyi A updatesthe Florida Medicaid
Management Informati withthe information from the SDX tape
The state is not authorize on provided by SSI on the SDX

throt o notffication from AHCA to SSlI, with the
ape. Once notified, SSI makes necessary

tape. Changes are effected
corrections coming through oR the ne
changes on a timely basis.

An example of an error experienced on the SDX tapes would be where the county
code is greater than 67. When this occurs the FMMIS programming defaults to
display a bill county code of 99. AHCA can notify SSA of the error and request the
County of Residence be corrected for the beneficiary. The correction will be
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received on an SDX update. This error occurs most often when SSi recipients
move to Florida from a state who has county codes greater than 67. SSA changes
the state code to Florida when the recipient reports moving but the county code
often doesn’t get changed. Equally as common is when SSA does not change the
county of residence code for a beneficiary moving within the state to a new county.

SSA offices are not located in every county of the state and therefore a beneficiary
may have to call or travel to another county to have their eligibility determined. In
these cases, it would not be uncommon for the SSA representative to erroneously
input the county code for the location of the SSA office rather than the actual
resident county of the beneficiary.

Alternate Medicaid Nursing Home County Billing Methodology

The workgroup considered alternatives to the current Medicaid county billing
process for Medicaid nursing home expenditures and developed the model
presented below. The model’s allocation methodology uses State Fiscal Year
(SFY) 2003-2004 Medicaid nursing home county collections as a base, and
adjusts forward with an adjustment factor. Under the model, counties would be
notified in advance of the amount due for Medicaid nursing homes for the
upcoming County Fiscal Year (CFY) (October 1 through September 30)y April 1
of each year.

ed Medlca' nursing

The adjustment factor for the first year will be based on proje

homes.
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Step 1 - Allocation Factor

The first step of the model is to develop an allocation factor for each county. The
factor is simply the ratio of a county’s average three-year Medicaid nursing home
collections to statewide total average three-year Medicaid nursing home
collections. This can be seen in detail in Table 3 below. For example, Alachua
County’s allocation factor is .8207%, and was derived by dividing its three-year
average Medicaid nursing home collections of $231,240 (column five) by the total
statewide average Medicaid nursing home collections of $28,175,393
($234,327/$28,175,393 = .8207).

Step 2 — Caseload Change Factor

The model uses the change in Medicaid nursing home caseloads as a means of
adjusting county contributions from year to year. This step involves developing a
caseload change factor, which is derived by calculating the percentage change
between the most recently completed state fiscal year, and the previous year’s
average daily Medicaid nursing home caseloads. However, for the initial year the
caseload factor must include a projected caseload to start the model. The
Caseload Change Factor for the first year is derived by calculating the percentage
change between the current state fiscal year’s projected daily average Medicaid
nursing home caseload, and the previous year's actual average daily Medicaid
nursing home caseload. Every year after the first uses the actual average annual
caseload as determined by the Social Service Estimating Conference.

For example, at the bottom of Table 4 is the most recent year’s actual Medicaid
average daily nursing home caseload of 48,203 for SFY 03-04. A factor of
1.0024% is found by dividing projected caseload for the current state fiscal year
2004-2005 by the SFY 2003-2004 caseload (48,320/48,203 = 1.0024). This
becomes the Caseload Change Factor for the initial year.

Step 3 — Determine Statewide Nursing Home County Billing
Amount

riod @d heyond).
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The timeline below illustrates this process.

< 0 © I~
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Period “A” Period “B” Period “C”

Period "A” = SFY 04-05 Projected Caseload (3) times Base Year (03-04) Collections (1)
SFY 03-04 Actual Caseload (2)

Period “B” = SFY 04-05 Actual Caseload (5) times Base Year (03-04) Collections (1)
SFY 03-04 Actual Caseload (2)

Period “C” = SFY 05-06 Actual Caseload (7) times Period “B” Total Billing Amount (8)
SFY 04-05 Actual Caseload (5)

(1) SFY 03-04 collection amounts finalized

(2) Caseload numbers for SFY 03-04 finalized

(3) Social Service Estimating Conference meets to project caseload for SFY 04-05

(4) AHCA notified counties of CFY 05-06 (Period “A”) Medicaid nursing home assessment
amount

(5) Caseload numbers for SFT 04-05 finalized

(6) AHCA notified counties of CFY 06-07 (Period “B") Medicaid nursing home assessment
amount

(7) Caseload numbers for SFY 05-06 finalized

(8) AHCA notifies counties of CFY 07-08 (Period “C”) Medicaid nursing home assessment
amount

Step 4 — Allocating Total Collections




Three Yéar

L o «, ﬁe}centcf
| COUNTY  pvoto2 | Fvoxos | . Frozos Average | Total
ALACHUA $255,090.09 $204,301.81 $234,326.95 $231,240 0.8207%
BAKER $78,429.54 $51,644.81 $50,923.54 $60,333 0.2141%
BAY $340,780.45 $321,386.16 $345,499.11 $335,889 1.1921%
BRADFORD $60,604.57 $77,387.78 $65,162.78 $67,718 0.2403%
BREVARD $713,780.99]  $1,088292.39  $1,143,904 09 $981,992) 3.4853%
BROWARD $1,587334.14  $2.000572.51]  $2170503.14  $1.919.470 5.8126%
CALHOUN $57,134.55 $72,004.54 $30,715.73 $53,285 0.1891%
CHARLOTTE $363,219.75 $321,475.56 $466,712.63 $383,802 1.3622%
CITRUS $314,043.03 $198,355.24 $322,075.61 $278,158 0.9872%
CLAY $227,031,90 $197,309.12 $201,859.18 $208,733 0.7408%
COLLIER $207 576.46 $170,992.22 $184,781.43 $187,783 0.6665%
COLUMBA $158,216.22 $137,435.93 $177,372.27 $157,675 0.5596%
DADE $36547868.76  $3.772.021.68]  $3,773,000.75  $3,733.270 13.2504%
DESOTO $55,360.25 $73,637.89 $82,804.73 $70,601 0.2506%
DIXIE $35,972.41 $37,794.90 $30,055.16 $34,607 0.1228%
DUVAL $1645.480.88)  $1511,523.38]  $1,761.014.64]  $1,630.343 5.8184%
ESCAMBIA $646,299.83 $597,648.07 $705,925.75 $649,958 2.3068%
FLAGLER $82,593.26 $95,231.67 $85,557.06 $87,794 0.3116%
FRANKLIN $42,972.70 $32,307.25 $34,821.64 $36,701 0.1303%
GADSDEN $171,104.10 $137,012.51 $155,347.75 $154.488 0.5483%
GILCHRIST $29,303.63 $29,196.29 $27,827.77 $28,776 0.1021%
GLADES $10,164.45 $13,557.47 $13,987.15 $12,570 0.0446%
GULF $38,918.45 $45,783.81 $34,023.61 $39,575 0.1405%
HAMILTON $68,993.85 $70,291.64 $59,881.45 $66,389) 0.2356%
HARDEE $55,927.18 $70,289.39 $49,486.55 $58,568 0.2079%
HENDRY $69,291.69 $72,520.22 $78,328.13 $73,380 0.2604%
HERNANDO $152,731.08 $112,862.11 $146,315.82 $137.303 0.4873%
HIGHLANDS $196,525.69 $189,731.40 $191,952.61 $192,737 0.6841%
HILLSBOROUGH $1,345447.17|  $1414,152.95|  $1,045636.64|  $1.168,412 4.1469%
HOLMES $104,469.56 $104,827.94 $74,206.71 $94,508, 0.3354%
INDIAN RIVER $208,506.07 $177,775.81 $248,178.93 $211,487 0.7506%
JACKSON $253,358.35 $243,751.48 $282,857.00 $259,989 0.9228%
JEFFERSON _ $44,418.34 $68,65295 $76,759.63 _se32r7l _ 0.2246%

o _ ThreeYear| Percentof
 COUNTY: Y 010 0203 FY0304 || Average | Total
LAFAYETTE $16,451.47 $18,216.56 $18,629.7A $17,76 0.0631%
LAKE $475,545.67 $250,700.76 $312,776.82 3346539 1.2202%
LEE $607,325.29 $665,372.34 $BO5EN 3692113 2.4564%
LEON $326,753.98 $357,798.30 $372,970. s3d8174] N\ 1.2535%
LEVY $116,887.48 $107.063.5  $108,676.56 $110.957 0.3935%
LIBERTY $30,211.02 $33,890.89) $35642.30 N\ 532,581 ON56%
MADISON $91,546.00 588,660.38 51209044 \$97.726 . 0.3438%
MANATEE $47467807 (543867785 $343,684.04 $422,413 N\ 49224
MARION $547,34673  \9531.268.41 $653553.35] < $577,380 2 063%
MARTIN $193,809.91 $Md1,8305 84,9751 $240,205 0.8525%
MONROE $304.410.00 $8%1,603.7 $120293.09 $305,159 0.3732%
NASSAU $120,833.95 5120960511\ 311798820\ 512661 0.4474%
OKALOOSA $342457. Nos.02900 ~ $432,878.33 1,411 1.3182%

N
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OKEECHOBEE $79,400.88 $91,851.10 $50,970.40 $74,074 0.2629%)|
ORANGE $1,352,204.42, $1,070,638.32 3{,767,567.20 $1,396,803, 4.9575%
OSCEOLA $252,442.08 $319,038.79 $251,017.86 $274,166 0.9731%
PALM BEACH $1,983,066.43| $1,842,177.67 $2,238,410.87 $2,021,218 7.14737%
PASCO $890,898.22 $767,506.06) $877,565.40 $845,323 3,0002%
PINELLAS $1,901,494 44 $1,507,563.68 $1,692,707.89 $1,700,589 6.0357%)
POLK $1,134,794.21 $1,228,234 90 $1,289,912.61 $1,217 647 4.3217%)|
PUTNAM $258,729.83 $169,191.26 $205,899.66 $211,274 0.7499%)|
ST JOHNS $207,172.60! $161,542.24 $292,713.91 $220,476 0.7825%|
ST LUCIE $428,290.88 $267,088.35 $447 533.15 $380,971 1.3521%
SANTA ROSA $204,984.24 $138,985.31 $206,522.31 $183,497 0.6513%)
SARASOTA $604 463.14 $450,465.61 $261,186.33 $438,705 1.5571%
SEMINOLE $412,381.37 $494 111.90 $234,143.16 $380,212 1.3494%
SUMTER $76,018.02 $70,588.73 $89,155.29 $78,587 0.2789%)
SUWANNEE $134,628.68 $107,034.66 $80,501.25 $107,388 0.3811%
TAYLOR $64,216.22] $72 915.40 $52,005.64 $63,046 0.2238%
UNION $22,833.59 $21,615.00 $22 313.20 $22,254 0.0790%
VOLUSIA $958,436.26 $1,102,585.05 $1,263,057.50 $1,108,026 3.9326%,
WAKULLA $61,215.14 $49,640.44 $49,620.82 $53,492 0.1899%)
WALTON $128,670.15 $116,856.41 $106,659.85 $117,395 0.4167%
WASHINGTON $1 18,675.92 $105,358.58 _ $107,244 0.3806%

\ | $28,001,347.61 $29,677.417.580]  $28175393  100.000%
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Base Year Total Collections: $29,677,418
CFY 2005-06 Total Billing: $29,748,644 Count ﬂscval ear: Octol 200% ihrough tember 3006

-~ Allocation| B:§§€Yea‘r;:f§'{ Prgjééted e ~ iAllocation Base)*Yfea;ru - Projected .
 county | Factor | sFvo03.0s | cFYos0s  Factor | SFYo0304 | CFY0506
ALACHUA 0.8207%  $234,326.95|  $244,147 A2 s-éxg,wo.}z $365,670
BAKER 0.2141% $50,923.54 $63595 2.4564%) $803\,6\42.34 \ $730,746
BAY 11921%]  $345499.11)  $354634 1.254% $372,97}29 $372,899
BRADFORD 0.2403% $65,162.78 $71,&s 0.3%5(%4 $108,618.59 $117,061
BREVARD 34853%  $1,143,90409 81,036,829\ \1156")\ $33,642.30) $34,389
BROWARD 6.8126%  $2.176,503.14 sz}ze,sss MA\D{SEQ> 0.3%68% \ $120,971.54 $103,168
CALHOUN 0.1891% ( $30,715.28 sse,\2{>5 \MANME @s@a $353,684.04 $445,992
CHARLOTTE 1.3622% }4@6,712}3 }405,23\5 I\ARION /\209940 $653,553.35 $609,639
CITRUS p@\mz\z\,ysm $203,679~}. MARYIN < 0.8525%) $284,975.91 $253,607]
CLAY 0.7408% $M5}1\8 $220,374 M\qe > 0.3732% $126,463.03 $111,022
COLLIER 0.66 °/q—\$1a4,7\8\53 s1s§,\z7\5\ NASSW 0.4474%) $117,988.40) $133,005
COLUMBA 0ssosM, 51 ,372.2\7 \166,4% DrarBosa 1.3182% $432,878.33 $392,147
DADE 13\2@4% \39,773,%@.75 \33,9 813 [\ OKEECHOBEE 0.2620% $50,970.40 $78,209
DESOTO 0.250 \$‘Q2,804.73 \ s7ad] orance 4.9575%) $1,767,567.200 _ $1,474,789
DIXIE 0.1228% $30,085.16 )$3e,531 OSCEOLA 0.9731% $251,017.86) $289.484
DUVAL 5.8184% 3\161,014_64 /A 730,894 | PALM BEACH 7.1737% $2,238,410.87]  $2,134.078
ESCAMBIA 2.3068% 57%\925.;5 686,244 | PASCO 3.0002% $877,565.40) $892,519
FLAGLER 0.3116% $85,557.06 302697 | PINELLAS 6.0357% $1,602707.89  $1,795.539
FRANKLIN 0.1303% $34,821.64 s38764 | POLK 4.3217% $1,289,01261  $1,285647
GADSDEN 0.5483%  $155347.79  $163114 | PUTNAM 0.7499%) $205,899.66 $223,085
GILCHRIST 0.1021% $27.827.771 $30,373 | ST JOHNS 0.7825% $292,713.91 $232.783
GLADES 0.0446% $13,987.15 $13268 | STLUCIE 1.3521% $447.533.15) $402,231
GULF 0.1405% $34,023.61 341,797 | SANTAROSA 0.6513% $206,522.31 $193,753
HAMILTON 0.2356% $59,881.45 $70088 | SARASOTA 1.5571% $261,186.33 $463,216
HARDEE 0.2079% $49,486.55 $61,847 | SEMINOLE 1.3494% $234,143.16 $401,428
HENDRY 0.2604% $78,328.13 $77.468 | SUMTER 0.2789% $89,155.29 $82,969
HERNANDO 04873%  $146.31584  $144989 | SUWANNEE 0.3811% $80,501.25 $113,372)
HIGHLANDS 06841%  s191,95281  $20351q | TAYLOR 0.2238% $52,005.64 $66,577]
HILLSBOROU]  4.1469%] $1,045636.64  $1233647 | UNION 0.0790% $22,313.20 $23.501
HOLMES 0.3354% $74,206.71 $90771 | VOLUSIA 3.9326% $1,263,057.50| _ $1,169,895
INDIANRIVER| 075089  $248178.99 3223209 | WAKULLA 0.1899% $49,620.82 $56,493
JACKSON 0.9o228%  $282857.00 3274520 | WALTON 0.4167% $106,659.89 $123,963
JEFFERSON 0.2246% $76,759.63 $66,819 | WASHINGTON 03806% _ $105,358.68 $113,223

sise2071  starri | TOTAL | 100000%  saesrranna 529,748,667

LAFAYETTE 0.0631%]

o's Medicaid Average Daily'Nu;siri‘g( Home Caseloads

Caseload — Actual FY 03-04 48,203
Caseload — Estimate FY 04-05 48,320
Caseload Change Factor 1.0024
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Proposals

nursing
years (FY 2

remain static untjl thetegislature directs a change.

2. The Agency for Health Care Administration will develop annually a
percentage change in the average daily Medicaid nursing home caseloads
and utilize it to determine a statewide nursing home county billing amount.
This percentage change will be based on the most recently completed state
fiscal year and the previous year’'s average daily Medicaid nursing home
caseloads. For the initial year, however, the caseload factor must include a
projection to start the model. Every year after the first would use the actual

average annual caseload.

3. The Agency for Health Care Administration will then determine the amount
to be billed to each county in the subsequent county fiscal year and provide
them with notification no later than April 1 of each year.

4. The Agency for Health Care Administration will bill the counties monthly for
one-twelfth of their annual Medicaid Nursing Home assessment beginning
on October 1, 2005.

5. The counties will pay the amount billed to them within 30 days of receipt of

the monthly billing or be subject to the withholding of cigarette tax receipts
or other funds to be distributed to the counties.
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6. The Agency for Health Care Administration will deposit the funds collected
into General Revenue unallocated.

Proposal 2 — Continue with the current process for Medicaid Nursing Homeg
Billing, instituting improvements to ensure the ace
timeliness of the information in the CORs.

ounty
racy, religbility and

: ansmit monthly a file, of
cases in dis 3 S ‘ F will distribute the

designate an indiy 3
these files and the tracking of thle resolution of the disputed information.
The Department of Children ahd Family Services will provide feedback to
the workers, supervisors\arid managers, by way of monthly reports, to
increase their accountability for the accuracy of the data collected.

4. The Department of Children and Family Services will provide AHCA with
the ability to correct the COR file, based on input/corrections received from
the counties. This will provide for more timely correction of the COR errors
and therefore eliminating the same errors from recurring month after month.
AHCA will verify errors, as noted by the counties, within five working days of
receipt, allowing for the timeliest correction of the billings possible. AHCA
will provide an electronic file of the revised county codes for DCF to update
the FLORIDA system. This will allow the “source” to be updated and the
COR file to be accurate in subsequent months.

5. When a valid address has been provided on a county’s billing, and the
county is disputing the charge, the county will provide AHCA with a
reasonable justification for consideration on why the county should not be
billed.

6. The Agency for Health Care Administration will be more aggressive in
recouping uncollected receivables that are more than 60 days old, by
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having the Department of Financial Services withhold cigarette tax receipts
from the counties.

Recommendation

Although Proposal 2 does have merit, many of these suggestions have been tried
in the past and have not helped in correcting the COR problems. fhe workgroup
members agreed that to fix the probiems with the CORs, they s

county billing process will be streamlipéd by no longer using detailed information
on each individual Medicaid nursigg home resident. More time can be spent
processing additional cases by DCF staff and AHCA staff will be able to
concentrate on other accounts receivable issues. Additionally, the State will have
the exact amounts owed by the counties, for their pro rata share of the Medicaid
nursing home expenditures, instead of estimates.

As required by the proviso language in Chapter 2004-268 Laws of Florida, this
recommendation is only concerned with the Medicaid nursing home county billings
as it relates to the certificate of residency. This recommendation does not address
the Medicaid hospital inpatient or Medicaid Health Maintenance Organization
(HMO) portion of the Medicaid county billings. 1t is the opinion of the workgroup
that would be very worthwhile to develop a similar allocation methodology for both
the Medicaid hospital inpatient and the Medicaid HMO portion of the county
billings. Similarly, this recommendation does not address the issue of how much
of the State’s share of Medicaid nursing home costs the counties should
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participate in. Although this was not a part of the workgroup’s responsibility, it may
be an issue the Legislature will want to address at a later date.

Workgroup Members

Duane Ashe, Agency for Health Care Administration, Finance and Accounting
Evelyn Bethell, Pinellas County
Bernard Dew, Sumter County
Donna Eldridge, Agency for Health Care Administration, Medicaid
Christy Gregg, Agency for Health Care Administration,;Administra
Jo Anne Hart, Florida Association of Counties
Rauha Jessup, Elder Affairs

Heather Johnson, Agency for Health Care Ad
Jennifer Lange, Department of Children and Farpilie
Janet Parramore, Agency for Health Ca 3
Beth Ryder, St. Lucie County

e
th Caré Assesiatio

ive Services

and

\ccounting

, Fingnce andMccowynting

Other Participants
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Attachment F

CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY AND PRIORITIES

Table 1 Elementary and Secondary Education

Table 2 Education for the Disadvantaged

Table 3 Special Education Programs

Table 4 School Improvement Programs

Table 5 Vocational and Adult Education

Table 6 Special Supplemental Nutrition Program For Women. Infants and
Children

Table 7 Children and Family Services Includes Head Start and Services
for Abused and Neglected Children

Table 8 Projected Loss In Number of Families Receiving Rental
Assistance Vouchers In 2010

Table 9 Projected Loss In Number of Children Served by Child Care
Assistance in 2009

Table 10 Low income Home Energy Assistance

Table 11 Ryan White HIV/AIDS Funding (Titles | and Il only)

Table 12 Projected Funding Cuts Under President’s Proposed
“Strengthening America’s Communities” Block Grant

Table 13 Projected Loss in Grants in Aid to States and Localities
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/| |CEnTER O BUDGET
JJdAND PoLICY PRIORITIES

Revised February 22, 2005
WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?
State Data

Table 1
Elementary and Secondary Education

Includes Education for the Disadvantaged, Impact Aid, School Improvement funding,
and Special Education (including special education for preschoolers and infants)

(in millions)
State Proj_ected Cuts Total Projected Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$4,564.3 -$11,544.8
-12% "
Alabama -$68.9 -$174.8
Alaska -$35.7 -$102.3
Arizona -$103.2 -$264.3
Arkansas -$43.9 -$110.4
California -$523.8 -$1,219.8
Colorado -$55.0 -$146.5
Connecticut -$46.2 -$123.4
Delaware -$14.9 -$40.6
District of Columbia -$13.0 -$30.0
Florida -$222.2 -$565.2
Georgia -$126.5 -$308.0
Hawaii -$26.8 -$73.6
Idaho -$21.7 -$59.3
[flinois -$187.7 -$477.1
Indiana -$80.8 -$220.4
fowa -$38.1 -$108.7
Kansas -$41.1 -$111.1
Kentucky -$63.6 -$159.4
Louisiana -$84.3 -$203.6
Maine -$21.9 -$59.2
Maryland -$69.1 -$183.0
Massachusetts -$92.1 -$243.6
Michigan -$149.7 -$379.5
Minnesota -$62.2 -$176.2
Mississippi -$53.5 -$131.5
Missouri -$82.6 -$219.5
Montana -$25.7 -$72.1
Nebraska -$30.4 -$85.0
Nevada -$25.3 -$65.4
New Hampshire -$18.2 -$51.9
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Elementary and Secondary Education

Includes Education for the Disadvantaged, Impact Aid, School Improvement funding,

and Special Education (including special education for preschoolers and infants)

State

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

(in millions)

Projected Cuts
in 2010

-$118.4
-$52.7
-$329.9
-$112.4
-$18.9
-$152.3
-$63.2
-$47.4
-$159.2
-$18.7

-$63.3
-$23.3
-$80.5
-$385.6
-$34.8
-$13.2
-$99.5
-$86.8
-$32.1
-$73.0
-$15.2

Total Projected Cuts
2006 - 2010

-$318.6
-$140.4
-$764.6
-$291.7
-$53.0
-$401.1
-$169.0
-$120.3
-$399.0
-$49.1

-$161.1
-$65.5
-$211.4
-$942.9
-$99.3
-$35.9
-$269.0
-$233.3
-$79.2
-$197.8
-$41.8
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J CENTER ON BUDGET
JJJAnD PoLICY PRIORITIES

Revised February 22, 2005
WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?
State Data

Table 2
Education for the Disadvantaged

Education for the Disadvantaged programs constitute one component of the larger
group of programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)
Total Projected
Projected Cuts in Increase
State 010 in Funding
2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$867.6 $807.5
-5%

Alabama -$13.2 $12.3
Alaska -$2.6 $2.5
Arizona -$17.0 $15.8
Arkansas -$8.6 $8.0
California -$125.1 $116.5
Colorado -$8.7 $8.1
Connecticut -$7.2 $6.7
Delaware -$2.3 $2.1
District of Columbia -$3.2 $3.0
Florida -$41.8 $38.9
Georgia -$27.0 $25.1
Hawaii -$3.2 $2.9
Idaho -$3.1 $2.9
lllinois -$35.4 $32.9
Indiana -$11.7 $10.9
lowa -$4.4 $4 .1
Kansas -$6.0 $5.6
Kentucky -$12.7 $11.8
Louisiana -$18.6 $17.3
Maine -$3.3 $3.1
Maryland -$11.3 $10.5
Massachusetts -$15.1 $14.1
Michigan -$28.7 $26.7
Minnesota -$7.3 $6.8
Mississippi -$11.3 $10.5
Missouri -$13.2 $12.3
Montana -$2.8 $2.6
Nebraska -$3.7 $3.4
Nevada -$4.5 $4.2

New Hampshire -$2.2 $2.0 47



Education for the Disadvantaged
Education for the Disadvantaged programs constitute one component of the larger
group of programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)
Total Projected
State Projected Cuts _ lncrea§e
in 2010 in Funding
2006 - 2010
New Jersey -$17.9 $16.7
New Mexico -$7.3 $6.8
New York -$80.2 $74.7
North Carolina -$19.6 $18.3
North Dakota -$2.2 $2.0
Ohio -$25.6 $23.8
Oklahoma -$9.5 $8.8
Oregon -$9.0 $8.4
Pennsylvania -$31.6 $29.4
Rhode Island -$3.2 $3.0
South Carolina -$11.9 $11.1
South Dakota -$2.4 $2.3
Tennessee -$13.6 $12.7
Texas -$81.1 $75.5
Utah -$3.9 $36
Vermont -$2.0 $1.9
Virginia -$14 4 $13.4
Washington -$12.7 $11.8
West Virginia -$6.7 $6.3
Wisconsin -$10.8 $10.0
Wyoming -$2.1 $1.9

Technical Notes

Education for the Disadvantaged is account 900 in the Elementary, Secondary and Vocational
Education subfunction (501). This account includes funding under Title | of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act for schools in low-income communities as well as several smaller funding
streams: Reading First, Even Start, Title | Comprehensive Schoo! Reform, State Agency Program -
Migrant, and State Agency Program - Neglected and Delinquent.

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account.
That baseline reflects the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected
level of cuts each state would face, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each
state's 2005 funding under the Education for the Disadvantaged account. When determining the
estimated cuts to states from reductions in overall funding for Education for the Disadvantaged, this
analysis assumed that a small proportion of the cuts (less than 1%) in this account would not be borne
by states. This percentage was calculated by determining the proportion of 2005 funding that was not
provided to states and localities. U.S. total figures include cuts attributed to U.S. territories.
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|| Gz on BUDGET
1] AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Revised February 22, 2005
WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?
State Data

Table 3

Special Education Programs
Special Education programs constitute one component of the larger group of
programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$2,295.8 -$7,599.4
-18%

Alabama -$36.1 -$119.6
Alaska -$7.2 -$23.9
Arizona -$35.6 -$118.0
Arkansas -$22.7 -$75.1
California -$246.5 -$815.8
Colorado » -$30.1 -$99.6
Connecticut -$26.5 -$87.9
Delaware -$6.7 -$22.1
District of Columbia -$3.5 -$11.6
Florida -$125.1 -$414 .1
Georgia -$62.3 -$206.2
Hawaii -$8.1 -$26.7
idaho -$11.0 -$36.3
inois -$101.3 -$335.5
Indiana -$51.0 -$169.0
lowa -$24.2 -$80.2
Kansas -$21.5 -$71.2
Kentucky -$32.5 -$107.6
Louisiana -$37.8 -$125.3
Maine -$11.1 -$36.8
Maryland -$40.1 -$132.6
Massachusetts -$56.4 -$186.6
Michigan -$79.6 -$263.4
Minnesota -$38.1 -$126.1
Mississippi -$23.8 -$78.9
Missouri -$45.0 -$148.8
Montana -$7.5 -$24.8
Nebraska -$14.8 -$49.1
Nevada -$13.4 -$44.5
New Hampshire -$9.6 -$31.6
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Special Education Programs
Special Education programs constitute one component of the larger group of
programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010

New Jersey -$71.8 -$237.6
New Mexico -$18.1 -$60.0
New York -$152.9 -$506.2
North Carolina -$62.9 -$208.1
North Dakota -$5.5 -$18.1

Ohio -$86.9 -$287.6
Oklahoma -$29.2 -$96.8
Oregon -$25.6 -$84.9
Pennsylvania -$85.1 -$281.6
Rhode Island -$8.9 -$29.4
South Carolina -$35.1 -$116.3
South Dakota -$6.5 -$21.6
Tennessee -$46.3 -$153.3
Texas -$191.3 -$633.3
Utah -521.5 -$71.2
Vermont -$5.3 -$17.5
Virginia -$56.2 -$186.1
Washington -$44.4 -$146.8
West Virginia -$15.2 -$50.4
Wisconsin -$42.0 -$138.9
Wyoming -$5.6 -$18.4

Technical Notes
Special Education is account 300 in the subfunction (501). This account includes funding for special
education grants (K-12), special education preschool grants, and grants for infants and families.

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) basetine for this account.
That baseline reflects the 2005 funding ievel adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected level
of cuts each state would face, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each state's
2005 funding under the major funding streams included in this account which represent 98 percent of
total 2005 funding under this account. When determining the estimated cuts to states from reductions in
overall funding for Special Education, this analysis assumed that a small proportion of the cuts (less than
1%) in this account would not be borne by states. This percentage was calculated by determining the
proportion of 2005 funding that was not provided to states and localities. U.S. total figures include cuts
attributed to U.S. territories.
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Table 4

School Improvement Programs
School Improvement programs constitute one component of the larger group of
programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$1,187.0 -$4,102.7
-19%

Alabama -$18.9 -$65.3
Alaska -$5.9 -$20.5
Arizona -$20.5 -$70.7
Arkansas -$12.4 -$42.9
California -$138.6 -$478.9
Colorado -$13.1 -$45.2
Connecticut -$10.8 -$37.5
Delaware -$5.9 -$20.5
District of Columbia -$5.8 -$20.1
Florida -$52.8 -$182.4
Georgia -$33.2 -$114.7
Hawaii -$6.0 -$20.6
Idaho -$6.3 -$21.6
llinois -$47 .1 -$162.9
Indiana -$18.0 -$62.3
lowa -$9.3 -$32.3
Kansas -$9.6 -$33.3
Kentucky -$18.3 -$63.2
Louisiana -$26.0 -$89.8
Maine -$7.0 -$24.1
Maryland -$16.3 -$56.3
Massachusetts -$20.4 -$70.5
Michigan -$40.6 -$140.2
Minnesota -$14.1 -$48.7
Mississippi -$17.5 -$60.6
Missouri -$20.5 -$70.9
Montana -$7.3 -$25.2
Nebraska -$8.0 -$27.5
Nevada -$6.6 -$22.8

New Hampshire -$6.4 -$22.3
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School Improvement Programs
School Improvement programs constitute one component of the larger group of
programs found in Table 1 (Elementary and Secondary Education)

(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010

New Jersey -$25.4 -$87.9
New Mexico -$10.4 -$35.8
New York -$93.5 -$323.3
North Carolina -$26.6 -$92.0
North Dakota -$6.0 -$20.9
Ohio -$39.2 -$135.3
Oklahoma -$16.1 -$55.5
Oregon -$12.1 -$41.7
Pennsylvania -$42.2 -$145.9
Rhode Island -$6.0 -$20.6
South Carolina -$156 -$53.7
South Dakota -$6.1 -$21.2
Tennessee -$20.0 -$69.0
Texas -$98.1 -$339.2
Utah -$7.5 -$25.9
Vermont -$5.9 -$20.3
Virginia -$20.5 -$70.8
Washington -$18.6 -$64.2
West Virginia -$10.1 -$35.0
Wisconsin -$17.8 -$61.4
Wyoming -$5.8 -$20.2

Technical Notes

School Improvement is account 1000 in the Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education subfunction
(501). This account includes several funding streams designed to help improve school quality, including
Teacher Quality State Grants, Educational Technology Grants, funding for school assessments, funding
directed to small and rural schools and 21st Century Learning Center funding (which provides funding for
before and after-school enrichment programs in schools in low-income communities).

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account. That
baseline reflects the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected level of cuts
each state would face, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each state's 2005
funding under the major funding streams included in this account which represent 89 percent of total 2005
funding under this account. When determining the estimated cuts to states from reductions in overall
funding for Schoo! Improvement, this analysis assumed that a small proportion of the cuts (less than 1%) in
this account would not be borne by states. This percentage was calculated by determining the proportion of
2005 funding that was not provided to states and localities. U.S. total figures include cuts attributed to U.S.
territories.
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Table 5
Vocational and Adult Education
(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$1,275.0 -$5,855.1
-58%

Alabama -$21.7 -$99.5
Alaska -$3.9 -$17.7
Arizona -$24.6 -$113.1
Arkansas -$13.3 -$61.3
California -$151.1 -$694.1
Colorado -$16.0 -$73.6
Connecticut -$11.5 -$52.7
Delaware -$4.7 -$21.6
District of Columbia -$4.1 -$19.0
Florida -$69.9 -$321.0
Georgia -$37.8 -$173.7
Hawaii -$5.9 -$27.2
Idaho -$6.6 -$30.2
[llinois -$49.5 -$227.5
Indiana -$26.6 -$122.1
fowa -$12.5 -$57.6
Kansas -$11.5 -$52.8
Kentucky -$19.8 -$91.1
Louisiana -$23.0 -$105.7
Maine -$5.7 -$26.3
Maryland -$19.0 -$87.2
Massachusetts -$21.1 -$96.8
Michigan -$40.7 -$187.1
Minnesota -$18.6 -$85.5
Mississippi -$15.0 -$68.8
Missouri -$24 5 -$112.7
Montana -$5.1 -$23.3
Nebraska -$7.4 -$33.8
Nevada -$8.8 -$40.6

New Hampshire -$5.6 -$25.8
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Vocational and Adult Education
(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010

New Jersey -$29.9 -$137.2
New Mexico -$9.5 -$43.6
New York -$73.3 -$336.6
North Carolina -$36.1 -$165.9
North Dakota -$3.9 -$18.1

Ohio -$47.0 -$215.8
Oklahoma -$16.5 -$75.6
Oregon -$14.7 -$67.3
Pennsylvania -$48.6 -$223.4
Rhode Island -$5.9 -$27.2
South Carolina -$19.6 -$90.0
South Dakota -$4.2 -$19.5
Tennessee -$26.0 -$119.4
Texas -$102.8 -$4721
Utah -$11.7 -$53.9
Vermont -$3.8 -$17.6
Virginia -$28.5 -$130.9
Washingten -$23.1 -$106.1
West Virginia -$9.0 -$41.5
Wisconsin -$22.3 -$102.3
Wyoming -$3.7 -$16.9

Technical Notes

Vocational and Adult Education is account 400 in subfunction (501). This account includes funding
for vocational education, adult education, English literacy and civics education, and Technical
Preparation State Grants.

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this
account. That baseline reflects the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To determine the
projected level of cuts each state would face, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be
proportionate to each state's 2005 funding under the major funding streams included in this account
which represent 89 percent of total 2005 funding under this account. When determining the
estimated cuts to states from reductions in overall funding for Vocational and Adult education, this
anatysis assumed that a small proportion of the cuts (less than 1%} in this account would not be
borne by states. This percentage was calculated by determining the proportion of 2005 funding that
was not provided to states and localities. U.S. total figures include cuts attributed to U.S. territories.
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State

U.S. Total

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Hinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
L ouisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
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Table 6

(in millions)

Projected Cuts
2010

-$470.2
-8%

-§7.5
-$2.0
-$11.3
-$5.3
-$81.0
-$4.8
-$3.3
-$1.0
-$1.2
-$22.2

-$14.6
-$2.8
-$1.9

-$17.0
-$7.1
-$3.7
-$3.7
-$6.8
-$8.7
-$1.2

-$5.9
-$6.3
-$12.0
-$6.3
-$6.0
-$7.3
-$1.3
-$2.3
-$2.7
-$1.0

Projected Cuts
2006 - 2010

-$657.5

-$10.5
-$2.9
-$15.7
-$7.5
-$113.3
-$6.6
-$4.6
-$1.4
-$1.7
-$31.0

-$20.4
-$3.9
-$2.7

-$23.7
-$9.9
-$5.1
-$5.2
-$9.6

-$12.2
-$1.6

-$8.3
-$8.8
-$16.7
-$8.8
-$8.4
-$10.3
-$1.9
-$3.2
-$3.7
-$1.3

February 22, 2005

Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
For Women, Infants, and Children

Projected Loss In
Number Of
Recipients

2010

-660,000

-10,100
-2,200
-12,700
-7,500

-108,700
-7,000
-4,400
-1,500
-1,400
-31,400

-21,800
-2,800
-3,100

-23,200

-11,000
-5,600
-5,400
-9,900

-11,900
-1,900

-9,000
-9,700
-18,600
-9,800
-8,600
-11,200
-1,800
-3,300
-3,800
-1,400



Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
For Women, Infants, and Children

(in millions)
Projected Loss In
State Projected Cuts  Projected Cuts Number Of
2010 2006 - 2010 Recipients
2010
New Jersey -$8.6 -$12.0 -12,000
New Mexico -$3.8 -$5.4 -5,100
New York -$31.3 -$43.8 -39,700
North Carolina -$12.9 -$18.1 -18,400
North Dakota -$1.0 -$1.4 -1,100
Ohio -$14.5 -$20.2 -22,500
Oklahoma -$6.3 -$8.9 -7,800
Oregon -$6.0 -$8.4 -8,400
Pennsylvania -$12.8 -$17.9 -20,200
Rhode lsland -$1.4 -$1.9 -1,900
South Carolina -$5.9 -38.3 -9,000
South Dakota -$1.4 -$1.9 -1,700
Tennessee -39.4 -$13.2 -13,100
Texas -$45.2 -$63.3 -72,900
Utah -$3.3 -$4.6 -5,600
Vermont -$1.1 -$1.5 -1,400
Virginia -$7.3 -$10.2 -11,100
Washington -$10.0 -$14.0 -13,400
West Virginia -$3.0 -$4.2 -4,200
Wisconsin -$6.1 -$8.5 -9,300
Wyoming -$0.7 -$1.0 -1,000

Technical Notes
The Speciat Supplemental Nutrition Pragram for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) is accaunt 3501 in subfunction

(605).

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account. The baseline for
fiscal year 2005 was adjusted downward because contingency funds were provided in fiscal year 2005 that will not need
to be provided in future years. The adjusted fiscal year 2005 baseline was inflated for subsequent years by the same
factor used in the unadjusted OMB baseline. To determine the projected level of cuts each state would face, this analysis
assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each state's 2004 funding level. This table illustrates the loss in the
number of individuals who could receive WIC benefits if the cut in 2010 were achieved by reducing the number of
households receiving assistance. This calculation was done by computing a reduction of 8.2 percent in the number of
WIC participants compared to the estimated level for 2005. U.S. total figures include cuts attributed to U.S. territories and
tribal organizations.
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WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?

State

U.S. Total

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

State Data

Table 7

Children and Family Services
Includes Head Start and Services for Abused and Neglected Children
(in millions)

Projected Cuts
in 2010

-$1,143.9
-13%

-$18.5
-$2.1
-$18.0
-$11.2
-$143.5
-$12.0
-$9.0
-$2.3
-$4.2
-$46.2

-$29.5
-$4.0
-$4.0

-$46.6

-$17.0
-$9.1
-$8.9

-$18.6

-$25.1
-$4.8

-$13.7
-$18.7
-$40.5
-$12.6
-$27.4
-$20.7
-$3.6
-$6.3
-$4.3
-$2.4

Total Projected
Cuts
2006 - 2010

-$3,310.9

-$53.6
-$6.1
-$52.1
-$32.5
-$415.3
-$34.7
-$25.9
-$6.6
-$12.2
-$133.6

-$85.3
-$11.6
-$11.7
-$135.0
-$49.3
-$26.2
-$25.9
-$53.9
-$72.7
-$13.9

-$39.7
-$54.0
-$117.3
-$36.6
-$79.4
-$59.9
-$10.5
-$18.2
-$12.6
-$7.0

Projected Loss In
Number of Head
Start Participants
in 2010

-118,000

-2,100
-200
-1,700
-1,400
-12,900
-1,300
-900
-300
-400
-4,600

-3,100
-400
-400

-5,200

-1,900

-1,000

-1,000

-2,100

-2,900
-500

-1,300
-1,700
-4,600
-1,300
-3,500
-2,300
-400
-700
-400
-200 57



Children and Family Services
Includes Head Start and Services for Abused and Neglected Children
(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State in 2010 Cuts Start Participants
2006 - 2010 .

in 2010
New Jersey -$22.4 -$64.8 -2,000
New Mexico -$9.0 -$26.0 -1,000
New York -$74.5 -$215.5 -6,400
North Carolina -$24.8 -$71.7 -2,500
North Dakota -$3.0 -$8.6 -300
Onhio -$42.8 -$123.9 -5,000
Oklahoma -$13.8 -$40.0 -1,800
Oregon -$10.4 -$30.2 -1,100
Pennsylvania -$39.7 -$114.9 -4,000
Rhode Island -$3.8 -$11.1 -400
South Carolina -$14 4 -$41.8 -1,600
South Dakota -$3.2 -$9.4 -400
Tennessee -$20.8 -$60.2 -2,100
Texas -$83.5 -$241.7 -8,800
Utah -$6.8 -$19.7 -700
Vermont -§2.4 -$6.8 -200
Virginia -$17.5 -$50.7 -1,800
Washington -$17.7 -$51.2 -1,400
West Virginia -$8.7 -$25.3 -1,000
Wisconsin -$15.9 -$46.1 -1,800
Wyoming -$2.1 -$6.2 -200

Projected Loss In
Number of Head

Technical Notes
Children and Family Services is account 1536 in subfunction (506) and includes funding for Head Start and services for

abused and neglected children or children at risk for abuse or neglect as well as several smaller funding streams. In addition,
under current law, this account includes the Community Services Block Grant and several smaller community development
programs. Under the President's budget proposals, these grants would be consolidated along with other community
development funding into a new block grant in the Department of Commerce. Thus, the community development funding is
excluded from the analysis of this account. See Table 12 for projected cuts in community development funding under the
President's consolidation proposal.

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account. That baseline reflects
the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected level of cuts each state would face in this
account, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each state's 2005 funding under the major funding
streams included in this account which represent 87 percent of funding under this account. When determining the estimated
cuts to states from reductions in overall funding for Children and Family Services, this analysis assumed that a small
proportion of the cuts (about 5 percent) in this account would not be borne by states. This percentage was calculated by
determining the proportion of 2005 funding that was not provided to states and localities.

This table illustrates the loss in the number of children who could participate in Head Start. These estimates were calculated
by assuming that Head Start funding would be cut in 2010 by the same proportion as the overall account (13 percent). State
estimates were computed by calculating a 13 percent reduction in the number of children participating in Head Start based on
the number participating in September 2004. U.S. totai figures include cuts attributed {o U.S. territories.
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Table 8
Projected Loss In Number Of Families
Receiving Rental Assistance Vouchers in 2010

State

U.S. Total -370,000
Alabama -5,200
Alaska -700
Arizona -3,600
Arkansas -4,000
California -52,900
Colorado -4,900
Connecticut -6,100
Delaware -800
District of Columbia -2,000
Florida -15,900
Georgia -8,700
Hawaii -2,200
Idaho -1,100
Ilinois -15,900
Indiana -6,600
lowa -3,800
Kansas -2,000
Kentucky -5,600
Louisiana -6,800
Maine -2,200
Maryland -7,900
Massachusetts -12,600
Michigan -8,600
Minnesota -5,400
Mississippi -3,200
Missouri -7,100
Montana -1,000
Nebraska -2,000
Nevada -2,100

New Hampshire -1,600
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Projected Loss In Number Of Families
Receiving Rental Assistance Vouchers in 2010

State

New Jersey -11,500
New Mexico -2,400
New York -36,300
North Carolina -9,800
North Dakota -1,300
Ohio -15,500
Okiahoma -4,000
Oregon -5,600
Pennsylvania -14,600
Rhode Island -1,700
South Carolina -4,200
South Dakota -1,000
Tennessee -5,500
Texas -25,000
Utah -1,800
Vermont -1,000
Virginia -7,800
Washington -8,000
West Virginia -2,600
Wisconsin -4,900
Wyoming -400

Technical Notes

Cuts for this program are not measured relative to the OMB baseline because that baseline significantly
understates the amount needed in 2010 to provide the same number of vouchers as in 2005. The OMB
haseline — as called for in the standard baseline rules — projects future funding for this program by starting
with the net funding for the program in 2005 and adjusting that amount by a standard measure of inflation (the
GDP price index). But, in this instance, the standard baseline rules lead to a significant understatement of the
amounts needed to maintain current services in future years. The net funding for the housing voucher
program in 2005 was artificially low because it includes a $1.6 billion offset from rescissions of unused prior
year funds (similar rescissions are not expected in 2010). And, according to the Congressional Budget Office,
the cost of providing each voucher is expected to rise somewhat faster than the increase in the GDP price
index over the next five years, primarily because of the growing gap between market rents and the incomes of
low-income families.

We estimated the amount needed to provide the same number of vouchers in 2010 as in 2005 by calculating
the cost of each voucher in 2005, adjusting that by CBO’s estimate of the growth in the cost of providing each
voucher, and multiplying the inflated amount by the number of vouchers in 2005. We then compared the
projected funding for housing vouchers in 2010 in the President’s budget with this estimate of the amount
needed to fund the 2005 number of voushers in 2010.
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Projected Loss In Number Of Children Served
By Child Care Assistance in 2009

State
U.S. Total

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

-300,000

-5,400
-800
-4,800
-1,700
-29,600
-3,100
-2,000
-1,400
-2,300
-22,600

-8,200
-1,800
-1,100
-23,000
-4,600
-2,000
-2,100
-5,800
-7,500
-800

-4,300
-6,200
-16,500
-5,000
-3,500
-6,100
-700
-1,600
-900
-1,000

61



Projected Loss In Number Of Children Served
By Child Care Assistance in 2009

State

New Jersey -5,200
New Mexico -2,900
New York ~-19,900
North Carolina -14,400
North Dakota -800
Ohio -12,600
Oklahoma -4,200
Oregon -3,400
Pennsylvania -9,900
Rhode Island -1,400
South Carolina -3,200
South Dakota -600
Tennessee -7,800
Texas -15,900
Utah -1,300
Vermont -600
Virginia -3,400
Washington -8,700
West Virginia -1,900
Wisconsin -4,500
Wyoming -700

Technical Notes

This table shows projected cuts in the number of children receiving child care assistance in 2009. Child
care assistance includes assistance funded with the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant funds, and funds from the Social Services
Block Grant (SSBG). The Child Care and Development Fund includes both discretionary and mandatory
funding while TANF and SSBG are mandatory programs.

The estimate that 300,000 children fewer children will receive child care assistance in 2009 as compared
to 2004 was computed by the Administration and is published in their budget documents. This analysis
assumed that each state's share of the total loss in child care slots would equal each state's share of all
U.S. children receiving child care assistance in 2003. Figures on the number of children receiving child
care assistance are available for CCDF, but not for TANF and SSBG. Therefore, in cooperation with the
Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), we estimated the total number of assisted children in 2003,
nationally and by state, as follows: We calculated the cost per assisted child in CCDF funded child care in
2003 using HHS data on participation and expenditures. We summed tota! child care expenditures by
state using the CCDF spending data plus expenditures for TANF child care in 2003 and SSBG child care
(derived as each state’s total SSBG expenditures times percent of SSBG spent on child care). We used
SSBG spending data for 2002 because 2003 data are not yet available. In calculating both total spending
and costs per child, both federal and state funds were included. We applied the same unit cost to al!
funding streams. The actual distribution of the 300,000 children could differ from these estimates based on
changes in the formula allocation of federal funding as well as state policy choices regarding eligibility
requirements, co-payments, reimbursement rates, and the use of TANF funds for child care.
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Table 10

Low Income Home Energy Assistance

State

U.S. Total

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Minois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

(millions)

Projected Cuts
in 2010

-$165.2
-8%

-$1.4
-$0.9
-$0.7
-$1.1
-$7.6
-$2.7
-$3.5
-$0.5
-$0.5
-$2.2

-$1.8
-$0.2
-$1.0
-$9.6
-$4.3
-$3.1
-$1.4
-$2.3
-$1.5
-$2.2

-$2.7
-$6.9
-$9.1
-$6.6
-$1.2
-$3.8
-$1.2
-$1.5
-$0.3
-$1.3

February 22, 2005

WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?
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Projected Cuts

State in 2010
New Jersey -$6.4
New Mexico -$0.9
New York -$21.0
North Carolina -$3.1
North Dakota -$1.3
Ohio -$8.5
Oklahoma -$1.3
Oregon -$2.1
Pennsylvania -$11.3
Rhode Island -$1.1
South Carolina -$1.1
South Dakota -$1.1
Tennessee -$2.3
Texas -$3.7
Utah -$1.2
Vermont -$1.0
Virginia -$3.2
Washington -$3.4
West Virginia -$1.5
Wisconsin -$5.9
Wyoming -$0.5

Technical Notes
The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program is account 1509 in subfunction (609).

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account. That baseline
reflects the 2005 funding leve! adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected level of cuts each state would face,
this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to each state’s 2004 gross funding level, before tribal set-
asides. This table illustrates the loss in the number of households that could receive LIHEAP assistance if the cut in
2010 was achieved solely by reducing the number of households receiving assistance, not by reducing the average
benefit level. This calculation was done by computing an 8 percent reduction in the number of LIHEAP participants
compared to 2004 levels.
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Table 11

Ryan White HIV/AIDS Funding

State

U.S. Total

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
ldaho
Hinois
indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

(Titles | and 1l only)
(in millions)

Projected Cuts
2010

-$191.4
-10%

-$1.3
-$0.1
-$2.2
-$0.6
-$26.3
-$1.4
-$3.2
-$0.6
-$5.3
-$21.5

-$6.1
-$0.4
-$0.1
-$7.1
-$1.3
-$0.2
-$0.4
-$0.8
-$3.3
-$0.2

-$6.4
-$4.1
-$2.8
-$0.8
-$1.1
-$2.1
-$0.1
-$0.2
-$1.3
-$0.1

Projected Cuts
2006 - 2010

-$550.3

-$3.8

-$0.3

-$6.2

-$1.7
-§75.7
-$4.2

-$9.1

-$1.8

-$15.3
-$61.9

-$17.5
-$1.1
-30.3

-$20.4
-$3.9
-30.7
-$1.0
-$2.3
-$9.5
-$0.5

-$18.4
-$11.9
-$8.1
-$2.4
-$3.2
-$6.0
-$0.3
-$0.6
-$3.7
-50.4

February 22, 2005

WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?



Ryan White HIV/AIDS Funding
(Titles | and Il only)

(in millions)
New Jersey -$9.1 -$26.1
New Mexico -$0.4 -$1.1
New York -$35.2 -$101.1
North Carolina -$2.5 -$7.2
North Dakota $0.0 -$0.1
Ohio -$2.4 -$6.9
Oklahoma -$0.7 -$2.0
Oregon -$1.1 -$3.2
Pennsylvania -$7.4 -$21.2
Rhode Island -$0.4 -$11
South Carolina -$2.3 -$6.5
South Dakota -30.1 -$0.2
Tennessee -$2.5 -§7.2
Texas -$13.3 -$38.3
Utah -$0.4 -$1.1
Vermont -$0.1 -$0.3
Virginia -$3.0 -$8.7
Washington -$2.0 -$5.7
West Virginia -$0.2 -$0.7
Wisconsin -$0.6 -$1.8
Wyoming $0.0 -$0.1

Technical Notes

The Ryan White HIV/AIDS program is part of the Health Resources and Services
Administration account (350) in the health care services subfunction (551). Ryan White
HIV/AIDS includes two funding streams that are awarded to states and cities on a
formual basis and several additional funding streams that are awarded as competitive
grants to service providers. This table provides estimates of the cuts in the two funding
streams awarded on a forumula basis to states and cities. In 2004, these two sets of
formula grants constituted 83 percent of total Ryan White HIV/AIDS funding. This
analysis assumed that these two sets of formula grants would absorb 83 percent of the
projected cut to overall Ryan White HIV/AIDS funding.

Cuts in overall Ryan White HIV/AIDS funding were measured relative to the Office of

Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this program. That baseline reflects the
2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To determine the projected level of cuts
each state would face, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be proportionate to

each state's 2004 funding level, including funding provided to cities within states.
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February 22, 2003

WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?
State Data

Table 12
Projected Funding Cuts Under President’s
Proposed "Strengthening America's
Communities” Block Grant

(in millions)
Projected Total Projected
State Cuts Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$2,120.6 -$9,225.8
-36%

Alabama -$28.6 -$124.6
Alaska -$3.3 -$14 .4
Arizona -$32.5 -$141.5
Arkansas -$16.9 -$73.3
California -$260.7 -$1,134.2
Colorado -$21.8 -$94.9
Connecticut -$23.3 -$101.2
Delaware -$4.9 -$21.3
District of Columbia -$13.6 -$59.2
Florida -$90.1 -$392.0
Georgia -$48.7 -$211.9
Hawaii -$8.8 -$38.2
Idaho -$7.2 -$31.3
lllinois -$102.8 -$447 .2
Indiana -$38.5 -$167.4
lowa -$23.2 -$100.7
Kansas -$16.0 -$69.6
Kentucky -$26.5 -$115.1
Louisiana -$37.2 -$162.0
Maine -$11.2 -$48.9
Maryland -$30.7 -$133.5
Massachusetts -$64.3 -$279.7
Michigan -$73.7 -$320.5
Minnesota -$33.4 -$145.5
Mississippi -$21.5 -$93.6
Missouri -$41.7 -$181.6
Montana -$5.7 -$24.8
Nebraska -$12.3 -$53.5
Nevada -$14.6 -$63.7
New Hampshire -$7.7 -$33.7
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Projected Funding Cuts Under President's
Proposed "Strengthening America's
Communities” Block Grant

(in millions)
Projected Total Projected
State Cuts Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010

New Jersey -$64.3 -$279.7
New Mexico -$11.6 -$50.4
New York -$197.8 -$860.4
North Carolina -$47.8 -$208.1
North Dakota -$4.4 -$19.1

Ohio -$90.7 -$394 .8
Oklahoma -$18.5 -$80.4
Oregon -$23.5 -$102.3
Pennsylvania -$121.3 -$527.7
Rhode Island -$9.7 -$42.3
South Carolina -$23.2 -$100.9
South Dakota -$5.1 -$22.1

Tennessee -$29.9 -$130.3
Texas -$136.2 -$592.4
Utah -$12.6 -$55.0
Vermont -$5.4 -$23.6
Virginia -$34.2 -$148.7
Washington -$38.3 -$166.8
West Virginia -$16.5 -$71.7
Wisconsin -$36.7 -$159.6
Wyoming -$3.5 -$15.0

Technical Notes

The President’s budget includes a proposal to consolidate 18 community development funding streams into
a single block grant called "Strengthening America's Communities” or SAC. The two largest programs being
consolidated into this new SAC block grant are the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and the
Community Services Block Grant (CSBG). The new SAC block grant would be administered by the
Commerce Department.

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account. That
baseline reflects the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To estimate the cuts from this proposal,
we projected the funding level for the new SAC block grant by assuming that it would remain the same
proportion of its subfunction (452) as it was in 2006. We then compared this funding level to the level of
funding for the 18 programs that would be consolidated into the new SAC under the OMB baseline (that is,
the cost of these programs in 2005, adjusted for inflation).

To determine the projected level of cuts by state, this analysis assumed that the cuts would be distributed in
proportion to the funding received by states under the two major programs being folded into the new SAC -
CSBG and CDBG. These two programs represent 85 percent of the 2005 funding for all of the programs
that would be consolidated under the President's proposal. U.S. total figures include cuts attributed to U.S.
territories.
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February 22, 2005
WHERE WOULD THE CUTS BE MADE UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET?

State Data

Table 13
Projected Loss in Grants in Aid to States and Localities
(in millions)

Projected Cuts Total Projected

State . Cuts
in 2010 2006 - 2010
U.S. Total -$21,793.1 -$70,661.6
Alabama -$325.2 -$1,054.4
Alaska -$130.0 -$421.5
Arizona -$348.3 -$1,129.2
Arkansas -$204.9 -$664.3
California -$3,094.8 -$10,034.5
Colorado -$254 .1 -$823.8
Connecticut -$262.6 -$851.5
Delaware -$60.8 -$197.1
District of Columbia -$102.3 -$331.6
Florida -$997.3 -$3,233.5
Georgia -$644.3 -$2,089.2
Hawaii -$111.0 -$359.9
ldaho -$95.2 -$308.7
Illinois -$904.5 -$2,932.8
Indiana -$365.1 -$1,183.7
lowa -$178.1 -$577.4
Kansas -$174.6 -$566.2
Kentucky -$303.2 -$983.2
Louisiana -$361.3 -$1,171.4
Maine -$90.5 -$293.4
Maryland -$353.0 -$1,1447
Massachusetts -$511.1 -$1,657.2
Michigan -$678.3 -$2,199.4
Minnesota -$307.2 -$996.1
Mississippi -$235.4 -$763.4
Missouri -$374.0 -$1,212.7
Montana -$87.2 -$282.8
Nebraska -$119.0 -$385.8
Nevada -$133.3 -$432.1
New Hampshire -$78.1 -$253.1
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Projected Loss in Grants in Aid to States and Localities

State

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

(in millions)

Projected Cuts
in 2010

-$601.4
-$169.7
-$1,896.2
-$521.9
-$72.2
-$793.3
-$259.4
-$237.3
-$938.2
-$92.4

-$255.7
-$78.0
-$396.9
$1,524.0
-$146.0
-$62.6
-$423.1
-$408.9
-$163.9
-$338.7
-$62.2

Total Projected
Cuts
2006 - 2010

-$1,950.1
-$550.1
$6,148.3
$1,692.3
-$234.0
-$2,572.1
-$841.2
-$769.3
$3,041.9
-$299.6

-$829.0
-$252.8
-$1,287.1
-$4,941.4
-$473.3
-$203.0
-$1,371.8
$1,325.8
-$531.5
-$1,098.3
-$201.8

Technical Notes

According to the President's budget, grants in aid to states from domestic discretionary programs would
be cut by $5.9 billion in 2006 as compared to the 2005 level adjusted for inflation. In 20086, this cut in
domestic discretionary grants in aid to states constituted one-third of the total cut in domestic
discretionary funding ($18 billion).

Cuts are measured relative to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) baseline for this account.
That baseline reflects the 2005 funding level adjusted only for inflation. To estimate the cut in domestic
discretionary grants in aid to states after 2007, this analysis assumed that cuts in grants in aid would
remain one-third of the total cut in domestic discretionary funding. Projected cuts by state were
calculated by assuming that the cuts would be distributed proportionately to overall grants in aid to
states (excluding Medicaid) in 2005. (Data on the distribution of grants in aid to states for domestic
discretionary programs are not available, but overall grants in aid by state exluding Medicaid can be
computed). U.S. total figures inciude cuts attributed to U.S. territories.
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